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Current Topics. 
The King’s Coroner and Attorney. 


THE ANNOUNCEMENT that Master MELLOR is to be succeeded 
in some of his offices by Mr. KersHAw, reminds one of the 
existence of the old-fashioned offices of the King’s Coroner 
and Attorney and the King’s Remembrancer, which Master 
MELLOR has filled with general approval for some quarter of a 
century. The King’s Coroner and Attorney is the watch-dog of 
His Majesty’s treasure ; it is his duty to see that subjects do not 
hold in their hands any property which justly is the property of 
the Crown. The King’s Remembrancer, on the other hand, is 
concerned with the equitable rights of the Crown, and from him 
issue those “ English Informations,” or proceedings in equity on 
the Crown side of the High Court, which have always been 
distinguished from common-law informations with which 
the King’s Coroner is concerned. The King’s Remembrancer is, 
indeed, the Keeper in Equity of the King’s “memory,” as the 
Lord Chancellor is of his “‘ conscience” ; he must remember the 
King’s rights and see that they are not overlooked by the King’s 
debtors. The two offices divided between them the control of 
the old Exchequer Division in its legal and equitable branches 
respectively ; nowadays the Crown Office has absorbed both ; and 
in addition they have long been united with the third office, 
that of Senior Master of the King’s Bench Division. It appears 
that Sir JoHN MACDONELL, as such Senior Master, is to take the 
office of King’s Remembrancer. In 1907 the Criminal Appeal 
Act added a fourth office to the plurality held by Master 
MELLOR; namely, that of Registrar to the Court of Criminal 
Appeal. 


Staying Execution Pending Appeal. 

Unper R. 8. C. ord. 58, r. 16, an appeal does not operate 
as a stay of execution under the decision appealed from except 
so far as the court appealed from or the Court of Appeal directs. 
The exception is obviously necessary in order to save an 
unsuccessful party from being bound to pay damages or costs 
when he intends to appeal, and when there is a question as to 
his being able to obtain repayment in the event of the appeal 
being successful. On the other hand, the successful litigant in the 
inferior court has for the time being the law in his favour, and 
there is no such presumption that the result may be wrong as to 
deprive him altogether of the fruits of this initial advantage. 
The opposing interests can be satisfied, in the case of damages, 
by payment into court, or by requiring the plaintiff to 
give security to refund if the appeal is successful, and, 








in the case of costs, by requiring his solicitor to give 
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a personal undertaking to refund; and in Attorney-General 
v. Emerson (24 Q. B. D. 56) it was urged that there was a 
universal rule of practice to stay execution for costs unless the 
solicitor would give such an undertaking. But the Court of 
Appzal rejected the contention. The discretion given by ord. 
58, r. 16, cannot bs limited by any rule of practice. That such a 
rule is not universal is further illustrited by the recent case of 
Becker v. Earl's Court (Limited) (ante, p. 206). The action was 
for an injunction against a nuisance arising from entertainments. 
The p'aintiff was successful, and obtained the injunction with 
damages, £25, and costs. No application was made for a stay of 
execution at thetrial. The defendants paid the £25, but objected 
to pay the costs, which were taxed at £500, save on the plaintiff's 
solicitor giving “the usual undertaking.” This he declined to 
do, and the Court of Appeal, after considering the affidavits— 
presumably as to the plaintiff's means—affirmed Eve, J., who 
had held that the refusal was not a ground for staying execu- 
tion. 


Marine Insurance and Over-valuation. 


COMPLAINTS continue to be made of evils in connection with 
marine insurance from the over-valuation of ships. These com- 
plaints are founded on the fact that in several inquiries by the 
Board of Trade it has been shewn that vessels in unseaworthy 
condition have been heavily over-insured, and afterwards navi- 
gated in an improper and unworkmanlike manner. It is not 
always known that vessels may be over-insured under policies 
which are absolutely legal documents. By the Marine Insurance 
Act, 1906, the value tixed by the policy is, as between the 
insurer and as-ured,in the absence cf fraud, conclusive of the 
insurable value of the subject intended to be insured, whether the 
loss be total or partial. It follows that the assured puts his own 
value on his goods and vessels, and in the event of total loss the 
underwriters pay that amount without demur. And it is said that 
very low valuations are unsatisfactory to underwriters, owing to 
the increased number of small claims for which payment has to 
be made. In order to avoid petty claims caused by weather, &c., 
the usual practice is for the insurance companies to pay all claims 
when amounting to 3 per cent., or over, on the valuation in the 
ordinary policy, so that the higher the valuation the fewer the small 
claims which will have to be satistied. It bas accordingly been 
suggested that a reasonably high valuation should be admitted 
for average purposes, but that, in the event of total loss only, 
such proportion of this sum as represents their actual loss shall 
be paid, such as 60,70 or 80 per cent. In the meantime, much 
may be expected from the improvement in trade, which is calcu- 
lated, even more than the fear of penal laws and inquiries before 
magistrates, to overcome the t-mptation to endeavour to secure 
profit by over-insurance. 


The Meaning of ‘‘ Adjoining Premises.’’ 


THe Decision of Mr. Justice PaiLLimore in Cave v. Horsell 
(Tvmes, January 16th) adds another to the long series of decisions 
on the meaning of the word “ adjoining,” which will be found 
collected sub titulo in the late Mr. Stroup’s useful and admirable 
Judicial Dictionary. It may now be taken as pretty well settled 
that “ adjoiuing” is nut a term of art ; its meaning is vague, and 
must be ascertained by a careful investigation of the context in 
which it occurs. Tho facts of the case to which we refer are 
extremely simple. A house owner had let a shop to a cabinet- 
maker for the purposes of that trade (infer alia), and had 
covenanted with the lessee that he (the lessor) would not let or 
agree to let any of the adjoining shops belonging to him on the 
Limes Estate ior the purpose of such a trade. The lessor at a 
later date did iet a shop on that estate, and not very distant 
from tue plaintiff's premises, to a cabinet-maker, with power to 
carry on his trade. It was contended, on behalf of the lessor, 
that an adjoining shop meant one which was contiguous, and 
involved actual physical contact ; it must either be at the back, 
or on one or other side, of the demised premises, so that at some 
point their boundsries marched together. This view seemed to 
the learne| judge very narrow and obviously inconsistent with 
the plain intention of the lease, which was to protect the lessee 











against trade competition. He, therefore, considered himself at 
liberty to construe the term in any one of its ordinary meanings 
which would avail to s \feguard the lessee’s rights. Now Murray's 
Dictionary gives four equivalents of “adjoining”: these are (1) 
Iving next to; (2) contiguous ; (3) adjacent ; (4) neighbouring. 
These may be regarded as a series of meanings, each succeeding 
one of which has a wider denotation than its predecessor ; and 
the final equivalent “neighbouring” may be taken as having no 
reference, to physical contact. Certainly any definition of 
“adjoining” which involved the denial of the lessee’s claim 
would have been an intolerably narrow construction of a not at 
all precise term constantly used vaguely in everyday language. 


The Consideration of Things Common to the 
Trade in Passing-off Actions, 


IN THE case of Perry v. Hessin (ante, p. 176), one of the main 
questions was whether certain pen boxes of the defendants so 
nearly resembled the pen boxes of the plaintiffs as to be 
calculated to deceive. The learned judge, Eve, J., held that 
they did not, and he so decided partly upon the evidence in the 
case, and partly upon comparison of the boxes themselves, 
Whether the evidence was sufficient to justify his decision is a 
matter into which we do not propose to enter, but as to the 
comparison of the boxes some remarks seem to us to be 
not undesirable. The boxes in both cases were of the same 
material and the same size, having in each case a sunk brass 
tray in the lid to which a pen was attached ; the labels on the 
boxes were coloured in blue and red and gold, and in each case 
these colours were arranged in substantially the same way ; on 
the top of each box there was certain letterpress in black type 
upon white bands. The plaintiffs’ boxes bore their name in 
conspicuous type, but the defendants had not their name on their 
boxes, so that there was nothing to indicate from whom the 
defendants’ boxes emanated. The learned judge stated in his 
judgment, that it was not disputed that in general appearance 
the defendants’ boxes approached the plaintitis’ boxes, and that 
when looked at from a distance sufficient to render the printed 
matter undecipherable, most persons could not distinguish one 
from the other; but he proceeded to say that, in deciding 
the question of colourable imitation, due weight must be given 
to everything on the boxes which an ordinary observant man 
would be likely to notice. With this we do not quarrel, but we 
would point out that there was nothing upon the defendants’ 
boxes to shew the ordinary observant man that the pens 
contained in the boxes were not the plaintiffs’ pens. The ordinary 
observant man would, we presume, look at a box as a whole, 
and be guided by the box asa whole; but the learned judge, 
in treating of the eyesight comparison of the boxes, said that in 
making that test you must discount (i.¢., we suppose, ignore) all 
the elements-common to both, which were also common to the 
trade at large; and having noticed the points of difference and 
resemblance, you must ascertain whether the defendants’ boxes 
included the feature or features selected by the plaintifis to 


| distinguish their goods. 


The Effect on the Mind of a Purchaser. 


THIS PRINCIPLE, which has been acted upon in many 
previous cases, is, we think, with much deference, wrong. 
The effect produced on the mind of a purchaser looking at a pen 
box is its effect as a whole, but it is said that he must not look at 
it as a whole, and that he must look at it, shutting his eyes to 
the features, however numerous, which are common to the trade. 
We would ask, having regard to the hundreds of pen boxes in 
use in the trade, how it is possible for any ordinary purchaser, 
not acquainted with the pen trade, to know what is common 
to the trade and what is not? In the case under notice 
—assuming the red, blue and gold colouring and the 
shape of the boxes, including the sunk brass tray, and 
the printing of the letterpress on a white ground to have 
been all common to the trade —was not the arrangement 
ot all these items in a distinctive way peculiar to the 
plaintifls ? We hoped that the right of a plaintiff to protect 
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combination of common elements peculiar to himself as distinctive 
of his goods, which in old times was generally recognized, had 
been set up again by the decision of the House of Lords in Edge 
vy. Niccolls (28 R. P. C. 582). In reference to the way in which 
combinations of things common to the trade should be looked at in 

ssing-off actions, it appears to us to have been very well stated 
by Lopgs, L.J., in Christiansen’s Case (3 R. P. C. 54, at p. 64). 
He said, “In dealing with matters which are common to the 
trade, I think we must look at the combination of those different 
matters common to the trade, their collocation and arrangement, 
and if we find things that are common to the trade all inserted 
in a similar position, in a similar form, and in similar arrange- 
ment, so as to make the whole so similar as to be calculated to 
deceive, I think that is enough.” 


Black Lists and the Law of Defamation. 


THE CASE of Barr v. The Musselburgh Merchants’ Association, 
decided by the Second Division of the Court of Sessions on the 
24th of November, will be read with interest by those who have 
occasion to refer to the list of persons alleged to be unworthy 
of business credit, and with whom it would be unsafe to deal, 
known and referred to as the “Black List.” It may be 
remembered that in Macintosh v. Dun (1908, A. C. 391), where 
a verdict for damages had been obtained in an action for libel 
against the defendan's, who carried on the business of a trade 
protection society—that is, of obtaining information with refer- 
ence to the commercial standing and position of persons in New 
South Wales and elsewhere, and of communicating such informa- 
tion confidentially to subscribers to the agency in re*ponse to 
their specific and confidential inquiries—the Judicial Committee 
of the Privy Council held that communications from the society 
injurious to the plaintiff’s character were not published on a 
privileged occasion, mainly on the ground that the defendants 
set themselves in motion and formulated and invited the 
request in answer to which the information complained of 
was produced. ‘Their motive was not a sense of duty, but 
telf-interest. In the Scottish case the defendants, a trade 
association, had circulated among. their members a list which 
had no heading, and which contained only the names and 
addresses of certain p2rsons in its district. In an action for 
damages for slander against the association, at the instance of a 
person entered on the list, the plaintiff alleged that it was 
understood by members of the association that the list was 
composed of the names of persons unworthy of business credit, 
and that it was known as the “Black List.” The Court of 
Session (Lord DunDAs, Lord SALVESEN and the Lord Justice 
CLERK), distinguished the previous case, and held that the 
issuing of such a list among a number of traders, one to the 
other, stands in no different position from a communication by 
one individual trader to another. “We think the distinction 
between the two cases will be easily recognized. The 
information in the Scottish case was circulated by the defendants 
among their members in legitimate self-defence. They were 
not persons who traded for profit on the characters of other 
people. Each member of the society had a legitimate trade 
interest in knowing the persons with whom, owing to their 
past history, it might he reasonably inferred that there was 
mee than ordinary risk in supplying them with goods on 
credit, 


Attachment in Respect of Special Jury Fees. 


THE CURIOUS case last week—in which Mr. Justice RIpLEY 
temporarily attached a solicitor’s clerk for omission to pay the 
special jurors’ fees at the close of a trial, and refused to release 
him until the money had, in fact, been sent for, received, and 
duly paid—would appear to be without any recorced precedent. 
It is, indeed, a little ¢ifficult to discover any legally recognized 
ground for attachment under which this drastic action of the 
learned judge can be classified. The only principle which 
suggests itself to us as a possible basis of the order is somewhat 

* far-fetched : the omission might be regarded as a breach of an 
undertaking to pay those fees which might be regarded as implied 
in the original application for a . oy jury—in which case the 
usual rule that a solicitor may be attached for breach of an 





undertaking given in the course of legal proceedings would 
apply: United Mining and Finance Corporation (Limited) v. Becher 
(1910, 2 K. B. 296). But if that was the view taken by the 
learned judge, it is not easy to see why the solicitor’s clerk—to 
whom the undertaking cannot be imputed—should have been 
attached as asub-titute for his absent employer. The only alter- 
native ground that occurs to us is to treat the action of Mr. 
Justice RIDLEY, not as an attachment for omission to perform a 
duty owed to the court, but as a committal for ‘ scandalous ” 
conduct in open court: Rey. v. Gray (1900, 2 Q. B. 36). Two 
difficulties, however, attend this view. In the first place, it is 
not eisy to see why failure to pay certain vourt fees should 
* scandalize” the court itself, so as to amount to a substantive 
contempt. And, in the second place, this jurisdiction has 
generally been regarded as obsolete in England ; such contempt 
is now punished upon an information by the Attorney-General 
(per Lord Morris in MeLeod y. St. Aubyn, 1899, A. C., p. 551). 
In the last-mentioned case Lord Morris stated that such a 
proceeding might still be necessary in small colonies, but was 
obsolete in England. It would appear to have been revived in 
a very unexpected way by Mr. Justice RIDLEY. 


The Use of Armorial Bearings. 


A POINT of some importance to large numbers of professional 
men was decided by the Divisional Court in London County Council 
v. Kirk (Times, January 13th.) The respondent had been summoned 
at the Bow Street Police-court upon a charge of using certain 
armorial bearings without a revenue licence, as required by 
section 18 of the Revenue Act, 1869. The magistrate dismissed 
the summons, but at the instan:e of the appellants stated a case 
for the opinion of the High Court. From this case it appeared 
that Mr. Kirk was a member of the Royal College of Veterinary 
Surgeons, and that he had been in the habit of using their 
armorial bearings upon his business notepaper. He did not use 
them on his private notepaper; nor had he taken out a licence. 
It was contended, for the defence, that such user by him was merely 
a mode of indicating that the person so using the arms was a 
member of the College of Veterinary Surgeons; it did not 
amount to an enjoyment of the privilege of displaying armorial 
bearings upon which the statute levied the tax, The Divisional 
Court, however, did not accede to this argument, and remitted 
the case to the magistrate with directions to find against the 
appellant. While the wording of the Revenue Act certainly 
supports this view, it has generally been assumed that the 
statute did not intend to impose the licence-duty upon persons 
merely employing stationery adorned with the crest of their club 
or professional society. As,the result of this decision, a large 
nuwber of University graduates and members of learned pro- 
fessions will have either to take out a licence under section 38 
of the Act of 1869, or forego the use of their collegiate note- 


paper. 


Reconversion of Land Purchased under 
Settlement. 

Wuere A settlement or will contains power to invest trust 
funds in land, it is usual to provide expressly for the reconversion 
of the land so as to prevent any question arising a3 to the 
possible change in the nature of the trust property, or as to the 
title of the trustees to resell, and section 10 (1) of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1911, is intended to obviate the necessity of inserting 
any such express trast for reconversion. It provides that where 
a settlement of personal estate contains power to Invest money 
in the purchase of land, such land shall, unless the settlement 
otherwise provides, be held by the trustees on trust for sale, 
with power to postpone the sale. Bat having regard to Lie 
Gent and Eason’s Contract (1905, 1 Ch. 386), and to the recent 
decision of Nevitue, J., in Le Pope ’s Contract (1911, 2 Ch. 442), 
this provision, though it may be useful to state the law, will not 
really alter the powers of trustees. In Lie Gent and Eason’s 
Contract, FARWELL, J., held that, where there was power to 
invest in land and a power to vary investments, this gave an 
implied power to resell the land. He was not, he said, 
impressed with a conveyancer’s horror at not having the usual 
trust for reconversion. If the trustee bought land under the 
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power of investment, this was subject to variation like any other confers on Ban interesse termini, which he can turn into a legal 
investment, and it could only be varied by a resale. And | term by taking possession. 

NEVILLE, J., has come to the same conclusion in Re Pope’s| Secondly, the lease may be made by an appointment of a use; 
Contract (supra), where there was power to invest in land, but| in this case the use is executed by the statute, and the lessee 
no power to vary investments. A power to invest implies power | immediately acquires a legal term. : 

to vary. No position, said the learned judge, could be more| In both of these cases A retains the fee simple, i.¢., he has a 
unfortunate for cestwis que trust than that their trustees should | present right of ownership over the land. But in the first case, 
hold investments which they were unable to vary; and this | on the entry of B, and in the second case on the execution of 











implied power extended to the case of an investment in land. 


Judges and their Chambers or Private Rooms. 
THE NEWSPAPERS of New York inform us that Justice 

HorcnuKiss, who was elected last November asa judge of the 

Supreme Court, has just taken his seat. Being the junior of 


the judges, he had to take the only place that remained for his, 


use as chambers, a room somewhat smaller than that usually 
occupied by the office boy in a mercantile house. In this con- 
fined space the judge and his secretary will have to examine 
papers and law books and draw up considered judgments. We 
have no wish to deprecate any sympathy for the learned judge, 
but we believe that within the memory of many English lawyers 
the judges at Westminster were wholly denied the luxury of 
separate apartments. The judges’ chambers at Rolls Garden, 
in which summonses were heard and determined, were, of 
course, at a considerable distance from Westminster, and of no 
use to the judges in their intervals of relief from attendance in 
court. The ample space now appropriated for their use in the 
Royal Courts of Justice has, to some extent, interfered with the 
provision of courts for the hearing of causes. 








Mortgages by Demise. 


It has beensaid that “ words are the tools of thought,” or, in other 
words, that a man cannot reason accurately unless he knows the 
meanings of the words that he employs. Most of the difficulties 
that occur as to the effect of mortgages by demise arise from not 
understanding the meanings of the words “ possession” and 
“reversion.” There is not, as some people wrongly think, any | 
impossibility in an estate in reversion being also an estate in 
possession. 

Possession,—The word “ possession” may be used in several | 
meanings, but for our purpose it is only necessary to consider two of | 
them : First, a man is said to be in possession of a thing, where | 
he has physical control over it. When the word is used in this 
meaning, it does not necessarily imply that the possessor of the 
thing is the owner of it; for example, a thief may be in 
posssession of stolen goods. Secondly, a man is said to be in 
possession of a thing where he has a present right of ownership 
over it, though he may not have physical control over it. The 
owner of Consols may be said to possess them, though from the 
nature of Conso's it is not possible for him to exercise physical 
control over them. A freeholder whose land is subject to a lease 
for years is said to have possession of the land, though he has not 
physical control over it. 

_ Reversion.--The definition given in Co. Litt., 22b, of reversion 
is : 


“A reversion is where the residue of the estate always doth 
continue in him that made the particular estate, or where the 
particular estate is derived out of his estate, as here in the case 
of Litt. Tenant in fee simple maketh gift in taile, so it is of 
a lease for life, or for yeares.” 

We will give a few examples of the meaning of “ Reversion.” | 
A, an owner in fee simple, grants a life estate to B. What is 
left in A is the fee simple to fall into possession on the death of 
B; in this case A parts with the possession of the land. As 
this is the typical example of a reversion, it is often considered 
that a reversion is necessarily a future estate, but this view is 
erroneous, as the next example shews :— 

A, an owner in fee simple, grants a lease for years to take | 
effect in possession (i.e. immediately) to B. Two cases may | 
occur. 


First, the lease may operate at common law; in this case it | 


the lease, B becomes, and A ceases to be, entitled to the possession 
of the land, using the word “possession” in the meaning of 
| physical control ; A’s estate in the land becomes a reversion, but 
| though he ceases to have the physical control of the land, he bas 
a present right of ownership over it, which is generally put in 
force by taking the rents reserved by the lease, and therefore he 
is in “ possession,” using the word in its second meaning. The 
doctrine which we have just laid down is extremely difficult to 
/understand. It is by no means easy to see how it is possible for 
|two persons to be at the same time in possession of the land 
where they are not joint tenants or tenants in common ; but 
the reader who has grasped the two meanings of the word 
“ possession ”’ will see that the difficulty arises from the fact that 
when it is said that a lessee and his reversioner are at the same 
| time in possession of the land, the word “ possession,” as applied 
‘to the lessee, has a different meaning from that which it hears 
| when applied to the reversioner. 
Subdemise by lessee—We wil} now consider the effect of a sub- 
| demise by A, lessee for years, to B. In this case, as chattel 
interests are not within the Statute of Uses, the only manner in 
| which A can make the demise is by a common law lease, which 
confers an interesse termini on B, which he can turn into a legal 
subterm by entry. Inthis case A retains his term subject 
to B’s interest. In other words, on B’s entry, A has a rever- 
| sion, though it is a present interest in the land. 
| From these examples it appears that whether A is a freeholder 
or a lessee for years, he can grant a lease to a stranger, B, with- 
out losing his reversion, as in either case he has his original 
| estate left in him subject to the rights of his lessee : see Hyde v. 
Warden (L. R 3 Ex. D. 72); Smith v. Day (2 M. & W. 684); 
Lewis v. Baker (1905, 1 Ch. 46.) 
Interesse termini.—The books contain little learning as to 
interesse termini. Probably most that is known concerning it will 


| be found in 2 Preston on Abstracts, where the author says, at p. 


20 :— 

“An interesse termini cannot, in point of legal form, be 
surrendered ; nor enlarged by release or confirmation It may 
be released ; of course it must be by deed ; and a deed importing 
to be a surrender may operate as a release. This interest may 
be assigned ; it is transmissible to executors ; or it may, as well 
as an actual term, be virtually surrendered by the acceptance of 
another term of years, or other estate, incompatible with that 
interest.” 

An interesse termini confers a legal right of entry which can 
be enforced by the person entitled to it by action against 
the lessor: see the “tases collected in Goodeve R.P., 5th ed., 
p. 162, note (y). On the other hand, it does not confer 
an estate: Doe d Rawlings v. Walker (5 B. & C., at p. 118). 


|As the right of entry is a legal right, it will not be 


destroyed by a conveyance by the reversioner to a purchaser 
for value without notice. Also, if any person enters before the 


‘owner of the inferesse termini, the right of entry of the latter is 


not destroyed: 4 Cruise, Dig. 89. 
Demise of land subject to an existing lease.—Where the rever- 


| sioner demises land subject to an existing lease, the person to 
| whom the demise is made cannot enter, and therefore formerly 


he could not acquire a legal term, unless the tenant in possession 
attorned to him ; but as the Statute 4 Anne c. 16, section 9, pro- 
vides that every conveyance of a reversion shall, without the 
attornment of the tenant, have the same effect as if he had 
attorned, at the present day a demise of land in the occupation 
of a tenant confers the legal term without the necessity of 
entry. 


Where land subject to a lease is demised for a term commenc- - 


ing during the term granted by the original lease, the leases are 
called “concurrent” leases. The reader will observe that so 
long as both leases co-axist, the second lease is the estate next 
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in reversion to the original lease, and that, therefore, the lessee 
under the second lease is entitlel to the rent reserved by the 
original lease. The effect is the same whether the term of the 
second lease expires before, or at or after, the expiration of the term 

ranted by the original lease. We cail attention to this point, as we 
See known lawyers, otherwise well informed, consider that the 
question whether rent reserved by the first lease was payable to 
the lessee under the second lease depended on whether the term of 
the second lease was or was not longer than the term reserved by 
the first lease : see Shep. Touch, 275. 

Mortgages by demise.—It follows from the preceding paragraph 
thai a mortgage by demise, whether made by a freeholder or a 
leaseholder, confers a legal term on the mortgagee if the land is 
in the occupation of a tenant. Where the mortgagor is a free- 
holder, the payment to him of the mortgage money by the mort- 
gagee raises a use in favour of the latter, and thus confers the 
legal term on him without the necessity of enrolment, as chattel 
interests are not within the Statute of Enrolments. Where a 
mortgage by demise is made by a termor the mortgagee does not 
obtain the legal estate by means of the Statute of Uses, as there 
is no seisin to feed the uses. It follows that, unless the land is 
in the occupation of a tenant, the mortgagee does not acquire 
the legal estate, he acquires an interesse termini only. It will be 
observed that it is not safe for the mortgagee to enter for the 
purpose of acquiring the legal estate, as by so doing he would 
incur the liabilities of a mortgagee in possession. 

The rights of the mortgagee having an inferesse termini differ 
but little from those which he would have if he had a legal term. 
For example, he can sell the inferesse termint on the happening 
of the events which would have enabled him to sell the legal 
term if it had been vested in him. The purchaser will onl 
acquire the inferesse termini, but he will be able to acquire the 
term by entry. 

It may be argued that, owing to the peculiar relationship 
existing between the mortgagor and mortgagee, by virtue of 
which the mortgagee may treat the mortgagor as his tenant and 
himself as the reversioner (see Doe v. Burton, 11 Ad. and El. 314, 
and the cases there cited), a mortgagee by demise must be 
deemed to have acquired the legal estate and to have demised to 
the mortgagor. This view is incorrect; it will be found that 
the doctrine only applies to cases where the effect of the mortgage 
is to confer an estate on the mortgagee, and that, therefore, it does 
not apply to cases where the mortgagee acquires an interesse 
termini only. Possibly, if the mortgagor attorns to the mortgagee, 
it will be held that the fact of the attornment turns the 
interesse termini into a legal term. 

Second mortgage of leaseholds by demise.—We have now to con- 
sider the effect of a second mortgage of leaseholds made by 
subdemise. The reader who has studied the discussion of the 
effect of concurrent leases in the earlier part of this article will 
see that the position of the second mortgagee isthe same as 
that of the first mortgagee. If the land is in the occupation 
of a tenant, or if the first mortgagee has acquired the legal term 
at the date of the second mortgage, the second mortgagee 
acquires a legal term by the mortgage, but if this is not the 
case, he acquires an inferesse termini only. Where an owner in 
fee simple makes two consecutive mortgages in fee, the latter is 
equitable only, and if on the payment off of the mortgage, a 
receipt is given, no reconveyance is necessary. Some practi- 
tioners, not recognizing the difference between mortgages of 
this nature and mortgages of leaseholds made by subdemise, 
consider that mortgages of the latter nature are equitable, and 
that on payment off a receipt, without a reconveyance, is all 
that is necessary. If our reasoning is correct, this view is 
erroneous, and the transaction in question leaves the interesse 
termini outstanding. 

The view we take as to the effect of a second mortgage of 
leaseholds by demise is confirmed by the judgment of Joyce, J., 
in Re Moore and Hulmes Contract (ante, p. 89), where he decided, 
with his accustomed accuracy, that the second mortgagee of 
leaseholds by demise (subject to a prior mortgage by demise) 
took a legal interest (it was not necessary to decide whether the 
mortgagee had an interesse termini or a term), and that, therefore, 
a mere receipt on payment off of the mortgage was insufficient, 


and that a surrender of that interest was necessary to enable 
the mortgagor to give a good title to the purchaser. 

Suggested alteration in precedent of second mortgage.—Where a 
mortgage of leaseholds is made by subdemise, reserving the last 
days of the term of the head lease, it is the practice to insert 
| in the mortgage deed a declaration of trust of those days for the 
mortgagee, so as to enable him to acquire the legal estate in 
them by a vesting declaration, and if he does so and has the legal 
estate in the mortgage term, he will have the legal estate during 
the whole of the head term; but if he has only an interesse 
termini this will not be the case, We therefore suggest that the 
declaration of trust should be of the unexpired residue of the 
whole of the head term, so as to enable the mortgagee to acquire 
the legal estate in it by means of a vesting declaration. 


H. W. E, 








A Mortgagee’s Power of Sale. 


Tue recent decision of the Privy Council in Haddington Island 
Quarry Co. v. Huson (1911, A. C. 722) illustrates the rule that upon 
a sale by a mortgagee mere inadequacy in the price obtained is 
no ground for setting aside the sale. The notion suggested by 
Lord Epon, C., in Downes v. Grazebrook (3 Mer., p. 207), that 
the mortgagee is, in regard to the exercise of his power, a 
trustee for the mortgagor, has long been discarded, and it was 
not necessary for the decision in that case. The question was 
whether the mortgagee could purchase from himself, and the 
correctness of the decision on that point is obvious. <A sale by 
a person to himself, said LINDLEY, L.J., in delivering the judg- 





ment of the Court of Appeal in Farrar v. Farrars (Limited) 
| (40 Ch. D. 395), is no sale at all, and a power of sale does not 
authorize the donee of the power to take the property subject to 
it at a price fixed by himself, even though such price be the full 
value of the property. In Lobertson v. Norris (1 Giff., p. 424) 
Stuart, V.C., interpreted the dictum of Lord ELpon in 
Downes v. Grazebrook as meaning that, since the power was given 
to the mortgagee to enable him to recover the mortgage money, 
the court required that he should exercise the power of sale in a 
provident way, with a due regard to the rights and interests of 
the mortgagor in the surplus proceeds of sale. 

Up to this point the judgment of Stuart, V.C., in Robertson 
v. Norris, imposed a legitimate restriction on the exercise of the 
mortgagee’s power, but he proceeded to introduce a consideration 
which has since been held to be irrelevant. “The legitimate 
purpose,” he said, “being to secure repayment of [the mortgagee’s | 
mortgage money, if he uses the power for another purpose 
from ill motive to effect other purposes of his own, or to serve 
the purposes of other individuals—the court considers that to be 
a fraud on the exercise of the power, because it is using the power 
for purposes foreign to that for which it was intended.” But in 
Nash v. Eads (25 Soicitors’ JOURNAL, 95) the Court of Appeal 
(JEssEL, M.R., and Cotton and Lusu, L.JJ.) held that there was 
no ground for this proposition. When the power has arisen, the 
mortgagee is entitled to exercise it and to obtain payment of his 
money. The court, said Sir GkorRGE JESSEL, could not look at 
the mortgagee’s motives for exercising his power, and he proceeded 
in vigorous language to express his opinion of the Vice-Chan- 
cellor’s law. ‘Lord ELpoN”—so runs the report—‘ had never 
said anything of the kind which Stuart, V.C., supposed him to 
have said. The Vice-Chancellor was entirely mistaken, and must 
have been citing the judgments to which he referred from his 
recollection, without looking at the reports. Of course, there 
were some limits to the power of the mertyagee. He, like a 
pledger, must conduct the sale properly, and must sell at a fair 
value, and he could not sell to himself. But he was not bound 
to abstain from selling because he was not in urgent went of 
his money, or because he had a spite against the mortgagor.” 

But even this summary of the whole duty of the mortgagee, 
perhaps, states the principle too extensively. At any rate, it 
seems necessary to place some qualification on the statement that 
he must sell at a fair value. According to the rule enunciated 
by Kay, J. (Warner v. Jacob, 20 Ch. D. p. 224), undervalue 
alone is not sufficient to set aside the sale; the price must be so 
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low as to shew fraud. ‘The result,” he said, alter discussing 
, , 


It is a singular feature of the judgment, which was 


the authorities, “seems to be that a mortgagee is, strictly speak- | delivered by Lord DE VILLIERs, that Warner v. Jacob (supra) 


ing, not a trustee of the power of sale. 
him for his own benefit, to enable him the better to realize his 
debt. If he exercises it ond fide for that purpose, without cor 

ruption or collusion with the purchaser, the court will not inter- 
fere, even though the sale be very disadvantageous, unless, indeed, 

the price is so low as in itself to be evidence of fraud.” 

What the learned judge meant by the concluding words, it is 
not easy tosiy. A low price cannot in itself be evidence of 
fraud. To arrive at fraud you must let in other circumstances. 
A low price may equally be evidence of carelessness in the con- 
duct of the sale, and whether the insufficiency is due to careless- 
ness or fraud, it is impossible to tell without inquiring further. 
So that the dictum of Kay, J., though it is frequently quoted, | 
cannot be regarded as laying down any very intelligible principle. 

In Furrar v. Furrars (Limited) (supra), LINDLEY, L.J., reverted to | 
the principle of Nush v. Eads (supra), that the mortgagee must | 
conduct the sale properly. “ Every mortgage,” he said, ‘‘ confers 
npon the mortgagee the right to realize his security and to find | 
a purchaser if he can, and if, in the exercise of his power, he acts 
hond fide, and takes reasonable precautions to obtain a proper price, 
the mortgagor has no redress, even although more might have 
been obtained for the property if the sale had been postponed. 
This admits that fraud is not the only ground for setting aside | 
asale. In Furrar v. Furrars (Limited), fraud was not before the | 
court. ‘‘ Fraud in the present case,” said LINDLEY, L J., “is not | 
now alleged ; it was alleged in the court below, and was then 
clearly disproved.” But there remained the question of the 
proper conduct of the sale, and on this the Court of Appeal 
decided in favour of the validity of the sale. “ The sale here 
impeached, having been made honestly end at a fair value, 
ought, in our opinion, to be allowed to stand, and there is no 
hard-and fast rule which compels us to ho'd the contrary.” 

Under Nash v. Eads and Furrar v. Farrars (Limited) the tests are | 
that the sale must be /ond fide, must be conducted properly, 
and must be at a fair value, and on this basis it is possible to 
lay down a clear rule for the guidance cf mortgagees ; but a 
disturbing element was introduced by the decision of the House 
of Lords in Kennedy v. De Trafford (1897, A. C. 180), and since 
that case it has been possible to contend that a mortgagee’s 
sole duty is to act in good faith, and, if he does, that it matters 
not how disadvantageously he has effected the sale. “I am 
dispos.d to think,” said Lord Herscuet, “ that if a mortgagee, 
in exercising his power of sale, exercises it in good faith, 
without any intention of dealing unfairly by his mortgagor, it 
would be very difficult indeed, if not impossible, to establish 
that he bad been guilty of any breach of duty towards the 
mortgagor.” This places the matter solely on bona fides, but the 
case 18 not a distinct authority that that alone is sufficient, 
because, as Lord HERSCHELI. proceeded to point out, the mort- 
gagee had also satisfied the test of taking reasonable precautions ; 
and while it is a tenable proposition that a mortgagee does all 
that is required of him if he acts in good faith, it is safer to 
assume that he must also conduct the sale properly—that is, 
that he must take reasonable precaution in the matter of the 
sale. In this view, undervalue, although not in itself a ground 
for setting aside the sale, is important as evidence either of bad 
faith—that is, according to Warner v. Jacob (supra), of fraud— 
or of want of care in the conduct of the sale. 

The judgment of the Privy Council in Haddington Island 
Quarry Co. v. Huson (supra) is singularly bare of any discussion 
of principle, though, in the above state of the authorities, the 
case seemed to invite such a discussion. A mortgage of a 
quarry was made in 1893 to secure 3,500 dollars. The appellant 
company were the transferees of the mortgage, though the validity 
of the transfer was disputed. In 1908 the company sold the 
quarry, in the exercise of their power of sale. The action was 
brought to set aside the sale, on the ground of the invalidity of 
the transfer of the mortgage, and also on the ground that, owing | 
to the sale not being properly effected, an inadequate price had 
been obtained. On this point the judge at the trial upheld the 
sale, the Court of Appeal of British Columbia reversed him, and 
the Privy Council have now restored him. 








It is a power given to | appears to have been accepted as the only relevant authority 
‘on the exercise of a mortgagee’s power of saie. “The mort- 
| gagees,” it says, “ acted within their powers in selling the pro- 


perty, and the purchasers are entitled to the full benefit of their 
purchase, unless it be alleged and proved that they acted in 
collusion with the vendors, or that the price was so low as in 
itself to be evidence of fraud or co'lusion.” This, as shewn above, 
was the test laid down in Warner v. Jacob, but it was not the 
test in Furrar v. Farrars (Limited), and it cannot ba said that 
Kennedy v. De Trafford has decisively preferred the former to the 
| tter authority. No other case than Warner v. Jacob was referre 1 
to in the judgment, and the court missed an opportunity of con- 
tributing to the ascertainment of the law on a matter of much 


| practical importance. Under a system of separate judgments 


this could hardly have happened ; and while the Judicial Com- 
mittee gives its decisions in this way it is not likely to advance 
as an authoritative tribunal. 








Reviews. 
The Yearly County Court Practice. 


Tue Yearty County Court Practice, 1912. FounpDED on 
ArcusoLtp’s “County Court Practice” anp Pitt-Lewis’s 
“County Court Practice.” By the late G. Prrt-Lewss, K.C., 
and Sir C. ArnoLtp WHITE, Chiet Justice of Madras. 1912 
Epition by His Honour JupGe Woopratt, a Member of the 
Rule Committee, and E. H. Trypan Arxtnson, B.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. ‘THe CHAPTER oN Costs AND THE PRECEDENTS OF 
Costs, by Harry Cousins, Registrar of the Cardiff County 
Court. In two Volumes. Butterworth & Co. ; Shaw & Sons. 
The first volame of the Yearly County Court Practice contains the 

statutes which furnish the bulk of the county court jurisdiction—the 

County Courts Acts, 1888 and 1903, the Employers’ Liability Act, 


| 1880, the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, and the Admiralty 


Jurisdiction Acts, 1868 and 1869, together with the rules and scales 


| of costs. The second contains the enactments conferring special 
| jurisdiction, and also the county court forms. The whole forms a 


well-arranged guide to the work of the county courts, and, notwith- 
standing that the changes have been few in the past year, it is a 
convenience to have them incorporated in this new issue. Consider- 
able changes, as is pointed out in the preface, would have been 
effected if the County Courts Bill had been passed, but that remains 
to take its chance once more among the crowd of other measures 
which Parliament has to deal with. The plan which is adopted 
in the work, of printing the statutes and rules with annotations, 
has considerable advantages. In dealing with any point arising 
on the practice or jurisdiction, it is first essential to find 
the relevant section or rule, and the decisions on it are naturally 
looked for in the same connection; and the annotations 
have been very fully and carefully compiled. Thus, at page 65, 
there is a useful note on section 72 of the Act of 1888 with 
regard to the persons who are qualified to practise before county 
courts. The rules under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, 
include the additions and amendments introduced last year, and the 
notes to the Act bear witness to the volume of litigation which it 
has caused ; more particularly in regard to the nature of accidents, and 
when an accident arises out of and in the course of the employment. 
We have on former occasions called attention to the fulness of the 
notes on the County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Acts, and the 
chapter on costs and court fees (Vol. [., p. 831) will be useful to 
practitioners. 


Libel and Slander. 


A Dicest or tHE Law or Lipet AND SLANDER. By W. BLAKE 
Opcers, M.A., LL.D., K.C. Firra Eprtion. Stevens & Sons. 


This new edition of Dr. Blake Odgers’ well-known work preserves 
all its characteristic features. It is eminently readable, and tinged 
throughout with a tendency to give the reader practical advice on 
the art of managing his judge or hooking his jury, which one does 
not usually find in prosaic legal text-books. The last edition 
appeared in March of 1905, since which date quite a host of import- 
ant decisions on the law of libel have appeared. Among others, we 
may mention Lyne v. Nichols (1906, 23 T. L. R. 88) dealing with 
special damage in relation to an action on the case for trade libel ; 
Barrett v. Associatea Newspapers (Limited) (1907, 23 T. L. R. 666), 
the case in which a newspaper published a rumour that a certain 
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house was haunted, with the result that its value went down in the 
market ; Dakhyl v. Labouchere (1908, 2 K. B. 329n), which distin- 
guished the provinces of judge and jury in respect to the defence of 
fair comment ; Mangena v. Wright (1909, 2 K. B. 958), which dealt, 
inter alia, with the distinction between comment and assertion ; 
Digby v. Financial News (1907,1 K. B. 502), which discusses the 
peculiar position which arises when the defendant comments on 
untrue statements of fact made by the plaintiff himself, and bases 
the attack on him upon those very facts as if they were true ; Hunt 
y. Star Newspaper (Limited) (1908, 2 K. B, 309)—the locus c/assicus 
on the nature of fair comment ; and the celebrated case of Artemus 
Jones v. Hulton & Co. (1909, 2 K. B. 444), in which the House of 
Lords added to the law of torts that a man may libel another, of 
whose existence he is unaware, by a defamatory aspersion on a 
fictitious character who accidentally bears the same name. All these 
cases are fully and clearly discussed in Dr. Blake Odgers’ treatise ; 
which contains also a complete set of precedents and a copious 
index. 





Books of the Week. 


Metropolitan Police Guide. --The Metropolitan Police 
Guide : being a Compendium of the Law affecting the Metropolitan 
Police. By W. F. A. ARCHIBALD, Esq., M.A., one of the Masters of 
the Supreme Court, and J. H. GREENHALGH, Esq., B.A., and JAMES 
Rogerts, Esq., M.A., LL.B., Barristers-at-Law. Fifth Edition, by 
JAMES Roperts, Esq. Revised to 3lst August, 1910. Darling & 
Sons (Limited) ; Eyre & Spottiswoode. 

Naval Law.—Manual of Naval Law and Court-Martial Pro- 
cedure, in which is embodied Thring’s Criminal Law of the Navy ; 
together with the Naval Discipline Act, and an Appendix of Practical 
Forms. Fourth Edition. By J. C. R. Srepuens, Barrister at-Law ; 
C. E. GirrorD, C.B., Paymaster-in Chief, R.N. ; and F. Harrison 
SmitH, Paymaster-in-Chief, R.N. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Covenants for Settlement of After-Acquired 
Property.—The Law relating to Covenants for the Settlement 
of a Wife’s After-Acquired Property. By Epwarp ALBERT 
Wurrzpure, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 








Correspondence. 


Law Association. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—As one of the oldest directors of this association, I am loth 
that there should be any misunderstanding as to its position. I am 
startled to see the wording of the circular pele! sent out to 
London solicitors, in which the statement is made that at the board 
meeting in December the directors were obliged to defer helping 
five applicants in consequence of lack of funds. In words this is 
correct ; but the real reason for deferring the applications in question 
was that during the past year so much of the income had been 
devoted to the relief of non-members’ cases that the directors found 
themselves without income in hand te meet the five outstanding 
non-members’ applications. 

A reference to the report for 1911 will shew that for many years 
the relief of non-members’ cases has been far in excess of that given 
to members’ cases, and for the year 1910-1911 members’ cases took 
£742, whilst non-members’ cases received £901. I would not have 
anyone remain under a misapprehension. There is ample income to 
liberally relieve all members’ cases, and give a fair amount to non- 
members. 

Much as I may regret having to do so, I intend, after a lapse of 
twenty-two years, tu again raise at the annual court the question of 
principle involved in what I consider is the excessive relief given to 
non-members. This is all the more important because, some years 
ago, the annual subscription to the Association was reduced from 
£2 2s. to £1 1s. It is common knowledge that the profession, as a 
whole, is not so prosperous as formerly, and it may well be that 

fore long we shall have increased applications from members for 
relief, against which, it seems to me, we should conserve our 
income ARTHUR TOOVEY. 

2a, Granville-place, Portman-square, London, W., Jan. 13. 





Reversion Duty. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


_ Sir,—Referring to the letter of “Inquirer” in your last week’s 
issue, and your observations under the heading of “ Current Topics,” 
I refer your correspondent to the definition of the expression 
“Lease” in section 41 of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. It seems. 





from this definition, that a mortgage sub-term is not liable to rever- 
sion duty under any circumstances. i? & 
Newport, Mon. 
(This definition, to which we omitted to refer, makes the matter 
clear.—Eb. S. J.] 





7 Land Transfer—A Warning. 


We have received from Mr. Rubinstein the following letter, under 
the above heading, apparently addressed as a circular to newspapers, 
in which he says :— 

5 and 6, Raymond Buildings, Gray’s Inn, 
London, W.C, 15th January, 1912, 
To the Editor. 

Sir,—In January, 1905, I was enabled, through the courtesy of the 
press, to call attention to the fact that the authorities had intimated 
their intention of promoting a Bill extending to the whole country 
the system of compulsory registration of title which was confined 
(experimentally) to the county of London only. I urged that it was 
of vital importance to the country that such a measure should not 
pass. Shortly afterwards, owing apparently to the publicity given 
to the matter, it was officially ‘announced that the proposal had been 
given up. 

After seven years, the authorities have once again made it known 
that it is in their mind to extend the system, and with that object they 
propose to take away from the county councils the right of veto 
which they at present possess. 

In my letter of 1905 I pointed out that both Lord St. Leonards 
and Lord Cairns (the only two Lord Chancellors who during the 
ast sixty years can be recognized as conveyancing experts) were 
hostile to the system of registration of title. Lord St. Leonards 
was strongly opposed to Lord Westbury’s Act of 1862, which brought 
into existence the Office of Land Registry. This Act, as well as the 
later Act of 1875, proved complete failures. The causes of failure 
were investigated by a Select Committee of the House of Commons 
in 1879, when Lord Cairns’ explanation of his having passed the Act 
of 1875 was that “finding the State in the possession of the Office of 
Registry, which could not be displaced and must be utilized, I did 
not consider at that time that I had any choice but to endeavour 
to do the best I could with it.” 

In view of the recorded results, it is certainly surprising that 
Parliament was induced in 1897 to pass a third Act, giving the 
authorities the right to make registration compulsory in one — 
as an experiment. The county of London was the county selected, 
and the system has been in operation there since January, 1899. 

The statement made in my previous letter that the system was, in 
its working, terribly complicated, costly, and opposed to the views of 
everybody affected, is seen more clearly to-day than in 1905. The 
Rules have now been increased to 369 with seventy-two forms andsome 
schedules. The complications are in consequence greater than ever, 
and besides this the ad valuvrem fees have been largely increased. 

The report of the Land Transfer Commission, published in February, 
1911, expressly states that “the effect of compulsory registration 
with possessory title in London has been to place a purchaser there 
at a disadvantage as compared with a purchaser elsewhere,” and that 
in their “‘ judgment the system is imperfect.” Various recommenda- 
tions are also made for amending the practice. 

The experts have, however, pointed out from the first that the 
defects are fundamental. The authorities themselves now apparently 
see that the proposals made are not calculated to solve a problem 
that has, since 1862, proved insoluble. 

One noticeable point claims attention. The Commissioners, per- 
plexed by the fact that the witnesses in favour of the system were 
insignificant both in number and in authority, issued, after hearing 
a mass of evidence against the system, an open invitation to anyone 
to come forward who could ek in its favour. That invitation was 
specially addressed to all the county councils outside London. The 
fact that, as a result, not a single council or individual offered to give 
evidence is, I submit, conclusive proof of the universal distrust of 
the system felt by everyone outside the officials and theorists. 

In the county of London, property owners are groaning under a 
burden which compels them to find £50,000 year for the upkeep of the 
Land Registry Oftice, a sum which has to be paid apparently for no 
other reason than that the office, to use Lord Cairns’ words, “cannot 
ve displaced.” It would appear that the authorities, alive to the 
pte of having a system in operation in London for all time 
different to the rest of the country, see no way out of the difficulty 
but to establish, nolens volens, Land Registry Offices in every county 
in the kingdom—a proposal that, in 1875, Lord Cairns spoke of as 
“ an enormous thing in this country and frightful to contemplate.” 

Another way out of the difficulty should, I submit, be found. 
Thanks to Lord Cairns’ Acts of 1881, the conveyancing work of 
the country outside of London is to-day being carried out by 
solicitors for their clients under conditions that secure simplicity, 
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security and cheapness. As, however, the work is practically 
confined to solicitors, the system as modernized is not understood 
or appreciated by the authorities. I respectfully suggest that the 
time has come for them to recognize that the Land Registration 
system, with its complicated division into titles of varying character 
and the heavy fees necessary for the upkeep of the office, cannot 
compete with the system perfected by Lord Cairns’ Acts of 1881. 
The Privy Council should consequently exercise forthwith the 
poe they possess to rescind the Order applying compulsion to 
sndon. The Land Registry Office should then be abolished. The 
question of finding employment for the officials—the one difficulty 
that has hitherto stood in the way of bringing*the office to an end 
—can apparently at the present time be readily solved, as it would 
be easy to transfer them to one of the newly created Government 
Departments now in process of being staffed.--I am, sir, your 
obedient servant, J. S. Ruprnster. 








Points to be Noted. 


Practice, 


Mortgage—Notice to Pay Off—Subsequent Tender.—A 
mortgagee who gives notice to pay off must take his money when 
it is tendered, even if it is tendered after the date fixed by the 
notice. He cannot demand notice from the mortgagor, or interest 
in lieu of notice.—EpMonpson v. CopLaNnD (Joyce, J., May 9) (55 
Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL, 520 ; 1911, 2 Ch. 301). 

Proceedings in Chambers—Master’s Order—Finality 
of Order.—An order made by a master in chambers is not com- 
plete and binding on the parties until it is passed and entered. At 
any previous time the judge or the master may adjourn the pro- 
ceedings to the judge, although the practice is not to adjourn a 
summons to the Judge unless an application is made to the master 
at the hearing by him.—Re Tuomas ; Bartiey v. Tuomas (Warring- 
ton, J., May 31) (55 Soricrrors’ JourRNAL, 567 ; 1911, 2 Ch. 389). 


Judgment in Default of Appearance—Irregularity.—In 
proceedings in default every step is a matter strictissemd juris, and 
no technical irregularity can be waived by the defendant—not even 
failure to endorse the date of service on a writ within three days of 
service as directed by Order 9, rule 15.—Hamp-Apams v. HALL 
(C. A., July 8) (55 Soricrrors’ JourNAL, 647 ; 1911, 2 K. B. 942). 

Parties—Administration Action—Real Hstate—Cred- 
itors.— Until the Land Transfer Act, 1897, it was necessary, if it 
was sought to make real estate assets for the payment of debts, to 
have all the debtors before the court, and a creditor had to sue on 
behalf of himself and all other creditors. The assimilation of real 
rroperty to chattels real in administration, effected by the Land 
r'ransfer Act, has enabled a single creditor, as an individual, to take 
proceedings for administration in respect of realty—Re JAMEs ; 
James v. JonES (Warrington, J., July 13) (1911, 2 Ch. 348). 


Act of Bankruptcy by a Creditor—Action by Creditor 
against Debtor with Notice.—A creditor who has committed 
an act of bankruptcy may possibly sue the debtor, who has notice 
of the act, within three months of the act. The debtor is then 
unable to say whether there will be an adjudication, and cannot 
safely pay ; and his proper course is to pay the money into court. 
He is then entitled to his costs of the action —McCarrny v. 
CaPITAL AND Counties Bank (C. A., July 14) (1911, 2 K. B. 
1088), 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


BAKER », LANDPORT AND MID-SOMERSET BENEFIT BUILDING 
SOCIETY, Eve, J. 12th Jan. 
Practice—Stay1nc Procrepincs—Loan to Burtpina Society—CHARGE 
ON Property or Soctery—Action ror RecetvER—SrEcuRED CREDITOR 
—Cavuse or ACTION. 








The plaintiff advanced money to a building society for the repayment 
of which the funds and property of the society were made liable, and 
brought on action for a receiver and declaration of charge. The society 
alleged that the plaintiff had no cause of action as a secured creditor, 
and moved to stay proceedings. 

Held, that the funds of the society being appropriated for the repay- 
ment of the loan, there was a gocd equitable assignment, and therefore 
a good cause of action, 


This was a motion to stay proceedings in the action. The plaintiff 
advanced money to the defendant society, and, by a document under 





the seal of the society, the society acknowledged the receipt of the 
loan, and declared that ‘‘ the funds and property of the society are 
hereby liable for the repayment.’’ The plaintiff brought this action for 
a declaration of charge and a receiver and for accounts and inquiries, 
and the defendant society now moved for an order to stay proceedings. 
The application was based on two grounds :—(1) that the plaintiff was 
merely a simple contract creditor, and therefore had no good cause of 
action as a secured creditor; and (2) that the court po under the 
circumstances, to exercise its discretion to stay proceedings. 

Eve, J.—This is a motion for an order etaying the action, and is in 
substance, though not in form, a motion by the defendant society to 
stay proceedings. The application is based upon two grounds—namely 
(1) that there is no cause of action,and (2) that the court in its dis- 
cretion ought to stay proceedings. The plaintiffs claim as creditors, 
and under a document which has been described as a debenture or 
mortgage debenture. The rules of the society give them power to 
borrow money, and provide that the receipt of the directors shall be a 
good discharge for the money so borrowed. The document given to 
the plaintiff as evidence of the loan was a memorandum or certificate 
under the seal of the society, acknowledging the receipt of the money 
and declaring that the funds and property of the society were thereby 
liable to the repayment of the loan. It was said, on behalf of the 
defendant society, that the document gives rise to no liability, except 
that the loan is to be payable out of the assets of the society. I do 
not so interpret the document. I think it appropriates the funds and 
property of the society to the payment of the loan, and that if the 
society dealt with the assets in such a way as to make them not avail 
able for the payment of the loan, the plaintiffs would be entitled to the 
appointment of a receiver. As soon as the society found themselves in 
a financial position which incapacitated them from paying the loan, it 
was obligatory on them to keep the funds and property intact, and 
therefore in September, 1909, it was open to the plaintiffs to apply to 
the court for a receiver. Now, the action asks for a receiver and a 
declaration of charge, and whether the document is a debenture or 
mortgage debenture is immaterial, a fund is appropriated for payment, 
and therefore there is a good equitable assignment, and consequently 
there is a good cause of action, and the motion fails on this ground. 
On the second ground, the court has full discretion as to whether the 
action ought to proceed. The mortgagee or chargee is outside the 
liquidation of the debtor. He can realize without reference to the 
debtor, and can deal with his security in his own way. But it is said, 
in the first place, that the action, if not collusive, is one of which the 
court would not approve, (2) that the debtor is the best person to 
realize the assets, and (3) that the court must have regard to con 
tributories, and that the continuance of the action will impose unneces- 
sary costs on the contributories. As to the first point, the action was 
not collusive, but properly instituted to secure the property charged. 
As to the second point, I altogether repudiate the suggestion that the 
debtor, who is a bankrupt, is the best person to realize the property. 
And as to the third point, I do not think a stay of proceedings would 
lessen the costs. The motion, therefore, will be dismissed with costs. 

Counset, Hughes, K.C., and Postron; Younger, K.C., and Fosse’? 
Lock. Soxicrrors, Woodcock, Ryland, & Parker; Rawle, Johnston, & 
Ca 

{Reported by 8. E. Witt1ams, Barrister-at-Law.) 


VON TAYSEN v. BAER, ELLISSEN, & CO. Parker, J. 16th Jan. 


Stock Excuance—Commission—Brokers’ CoMMISSION OVER AND 
Asove Contanco—Ricu? or ‘“‘ Hatr-Commiss1on Man”’ TO SHARE IN 
—Usace or tue Stock ExcHancr—Proor or Custom. 

There is no custom of the Stock Exchange whereby a “ half-commis- 
sion man”’ can claim a half-share of the small extra charge for expenses 
made by the broker over and above the ordinary continuation charge 01 
contango which is receivable by the ‘‘ jobber.” 

This was an action for a declaration that the plaintiff was entitled 
to be credited by the defendants with half of the profits derived by 
them from arranging continuations or contangoes or backwardations in 
respect of shares purchased or sold by the defendants on behalf of 
clients introduced by the plaintiff during the year 1910 whilst the 
plaintiff was associated with the defendants as a ‘‘ half-commission’’ or 
‘*half-book ’’ man, and for other relief. The plaintiff entered into 
business relations with the defendants as a half-commission man, being 
entitled as such to half the commission on business introduced by him, 
and, at the same time, liable to bear any loss occasioned by the personal 
default of the persons whom he introduced. The question in this case 
was whether such a relationship, in the absence of agreement, entitled 
the plaintiff to half the profit charges made by his brokers according to 
the usual custom for expenses in respect of carryings over or contan- 
goes. It appears that the contango charge is payable to the jobber, 
and the broker adds to his client’s bill another small charge to cover 
his expenses incident to the carrying over, and this is the charge 
which the plaintiff claimed as ‘‘ half-commission man ’”’ to share with 
the broker. There was no special bargain about contangoes between 
the plaintiff and defendant, and the plaintiff alleged that by custom, 
where there was no express bargain, he was entitled to share this 
charge with the broker. 

Parker, J., said: I find, as a fact, that there is no such custom as 
alleged by the plaintiff. The effect of the evidence is that some brokers 
do share such profit charges with their half-commission man and some 
do not. If the half-commission man attaches importance to it, he 
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makes a special bargain, or finds out when he gets his first account 
whether or not the broker is going to share such charges with him, 
and if the broker does not pay him a share, he either acquiesces in 
the arrangement, or he makes another bargain, or leaves the employ- 
ment. In this case the piaintiff received his account, and saw what 
the arrangement was, and that he was not going to get a share of 
the profit charges, and acquiesced in it.—CounseL, Martelli, K.C., and 
H. BE. Wright; Atkin, K.C., and Schwabe. Soxicrrors, Birchams ; 
Herbert Smith, Goss, King, & Gregory. 
[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.]) 





Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX v. HOWSE. 15th and 16th Jan. 


CrminaL LaAw—Fravup on BookmMakeER—Cvt-oUT-coveR LETTER— 
Forcep INstRuMENT—ForcGery Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vicr., c. 98), 
8. 

By means of a cut-out-cover letter (see infra) the appellant and three 
others obtained an envelope with a postmark upon it dating the time 
of transmission as before the start of a horse-race, and they dispatched 
this envelope by the agency of one of their number, a postman, to a 
bookmaker after the result of the race had been ascertained, enclosing 
in it a betting slip purporting to make a bet on that race with the 
intent to defraud the bookmaker. 

Held, that the envelope and betting slip sent to the bookmaker con- 
stituted an instrument within the meaning of section 38 of the Forgery 
Act, 1861, and that it had been “‘ forged”’ within the meaning of that 
section. 


The appellant was convicted upon an indictment charging him, with 
three other men, one of whom was a postman, with demanding and 
endeavouring to obtain £7 in money from Adolphus Betts, a book- 
maker, by virtue of a forged and altered instrument, contrary to section 
38 of the Forgery Act, 1861. By that section :—‘‘ Whosoever with 
intent to defraud shall demand, receive, or obtain or cause or procure 
to be delivered or paid to any person, or endeavour to receive or obtain 
or to cause or procure to be delivered or paid to any person any chattel, 
money, security for money, or other property whatsoever, under, upon, 
or by virtue of any forged or altered instrument whatsoever, knowing 
the same to be forged or altered ; shall be guilty of 
ne & & Sw From the evidence it appeared that the four 
men had combined to effect the following fraud :—They dispached 
by post before the result of a race was known a cut-out-cover letter 
to the Chelsfield post office, Kent, to the care of ‘‘ Simpson, to be called 
for.”” The cut-out-cover letter was an envelope enclosing another enve- 
lope. The exterior: envelope had one quarter of its surface removed 
so that one quarter of the inner envelope, composed of similar paper, 
was exposed, and the stamp was placed upon this quarter. The outer 
envelope was bound with tape round the edges and across both ways 
at right angles with tape, as if for greater security, so that it was not 
apparent one quarter had been removed. The outer envelope was 
labelled ‘‘ Photos.’’ The post office authorities put the postmark on 
the stamp on the exposed quarter of the inner envelope. The cut-out- 
cover letter was called for at the post office. The outer envelope was 
removed and the result of the race having been ascertained by tele- 
phone, a betting slip, purporting to make a bet on that race, was 
inserted in the inner envelope, which was addressed to Mr. Betts, a 
bookmaker, and handed to Rogers, one of those indicted, who was a 
postman on his rounds. Rogers forwarded the letter by post without 
re-stamping it with a postmark. The-appeilant was convicted, but 
appealed on the ground that the envelope sent to Betts was not an 
“‘instrument,’’ and was not ‘‘ forged’ within the meaning of section 38 
of the Forgery Act, 1861. 

Avory, J., in delivering the judgment of the Court (Lord Atver- 





stone, C.J., Pickrorp and Avory, J.J.), said :—The point of law 
taken was that this envelope and betting letter, which were together 
delivered to the bookmaker Betts, did not constitute an instrument | 
which had been forged within the meaning of section 38 of the Forgery 
Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vict., c. 98). And that question might have been 
open to more argument than we have listened to but for the decision in 
Reg. v. Riley (1896, 1 Q. B. 309), where it was held by the Court of 
Crown Cases Reserved that a telegram concerning a bet falsely dated 
as to the time at which it had been in fact sent was a forged instrument 
within the meaning of this section 38. In our opinion the judgment 
of the Court in that case applies here. Wills, J., in giving judgment, 
said :—‘‘I cannot see anything in the nature of such a section which 
should make it necessary or desirable to restrict the application of 
the word ‘ instrument’ to writings of a formal character, and I think 
it is meant to include writings of every description if false and known 
to be false by the person who makes use of them for the purpose 
indicated.’’ Now if a telegram is an instrument within the meaning 
of that section, it is impossible to say a communication enclosed in an | 
envelope addressed to a specified person and bearing a false postmark | 
is not an instrument within the meaning of that same section. The 
next point is whether the envelope and letter constituted a forged 
instrument within the meaning of that section. Reg. v. Riley (ubi sup) 





is also an authority upon that point, but an even plainer authority is | 


Reg. v. Ritson (L. R. 1, C. C. R. 200), where it was held that a 
man is guilty of forgery who makes a deed in his own name relating to | 


property which belongs to him if he puts a false date to it to give a! 
i 


false operation to the deed. It was there held that every instrument 
which fraudulently purports to be that which it is not is a forgery, 
whether the falseness of the instrument consists in the fact that it is 
made in a false name, or that the pretended date, when that is a material 
portion of the deed, is not the date at which the deed was in fact 
executed. Blackburn, J., adopted this definition. He said, quoting 
from Bacon’s Abridgment :—‘‘ The notion of forgery doth not so much 
Consist in the counterfeiting of a man’s hand and seal . . . . but 
in the endeavouring to give an appearance of truth to a mere deceit 
and falsity, and either to impose that upon the world as the solemn act 
of another which he is in no way privy to, or at least to make a man’s 
own act appear to have been done at a time when it was not done, 
and by force of such a falsity to give it an operation which in truth and 
justice it ought not to have.’’ These words appear to bear a direct 
application to such a case as this. Where a bet made with a book- 
maker is made to appear to have been made at a time before a race 
was made when in fact it was made afterwards, that is a forgery, and 
we consider that this letters and envelope constituted a forged instru- 
ment within the meaning of section 38 of the Forgery Act, 1861. The 
appeal therefore must be dismissed.—CounseL, Sydney EH. Williams ; 
R. D. Muir and W. W. Grantham. Sottcrrors, The Registrar of the 
Court of Criminal Appeal; The Director of Public Prosecutions. 
[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 
The Law Society. 


Law Society’s Hall, Chancery Lane, London, W.C., 
16th January, 1912. 

Dear Sir,—I am directed to inform you that a special general 
meeting of the members of the society will be held in the Hall of the 
society, on Friday, the 26th January, at 2 o'clock, for the purposes 
hereinafter mentioned. 

Mr. F. Brinsley Harper will ask :—‘‘ Whether (having regard to the 
case of Zn re a Solicitor, W. N., 18th November, 1911) it is to be 
understood that the Law Society consider the collection of debts by 
solicitors for clients on the terms of a commission being paid on the 
amount of the debt recovered as champertous, and in the opinion of 
the society is unprofessional conduct on the part of a solicitor? ”’ 

Mr. Charles Ford will ask :—‘‘ Whether the attention of the Council 
has been called to the recent severe remarks of his Honour Judge 
Woodfall as to so-called ‘ Legal Aid Societies’; and whether the 
Council are co-operating with the Bar Council to protect the public 
against these so-called ‘ societies’ ?”’ . 

Mr. Charles Ford has also given notice—‘‘ To ask the President of 
the Law Society if he can give any information as to the intentions of 
His Majesty’s Government in regard to filling the King’s Bench vacant 
Judgeship caused by the lamented death of the late Mr. Justice 
Grantham, and whether the Council of the society propose to make 
representations as to filling up such vacancy without delay, in the 
interests of suitors? ”’ 

Mr. J. S. Rusrnstern will move :—‘‘ 1. That (a) The experimental 
working of compulsory registration of title in the county of London 
since January, 1899, has proved that the system is complicated, dilatory 
and costly, (6) the amendments recommended by the Report of the 
Royal Commission on Land Transfer are not calculated to and cannot 
remove defects which are fundamental, and (c) accordingly this meeting 
recommends the Council to take into serious consideration the question 
whether or not the Privy Council should not now be asked to exercise 
its power of rescinding the Order applying compulsion to the county of 
London, and thus relieve London property owners from the burden of 
having to find £50,000 a year for the upkeep of the Land Registry 
Office. 2. That having regard to the fact that the system of registra- 
tion of title, notwithstanding that it has been available in this country 
since 1862, has never succeeded in securing the confidence of property 
owners, and is to-day more distrusted than ever, this meeting desires 
to record its conviction that the time has come for recognizing the fact 
that the Land Registry Office is unable to justify its existence, and 
should consequently be brought to an end.” 

I am, dear Sir, yours faithfully, 
8S. P. B. Buckni1t, Secretary. 


The Law Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held at the Law 
Society’s Hall, on Thursday, the 4th of January, 1912, Mr. W. P. 
Richardson in the chair. The other directors present were Mr. T. H. 
Gardiner (treasurer), Mr. P. W. Chandler, Mr. F. W. Emery, Mr. 
Mark Waters, Mr. W. M. Woodhouse, and the secretary, Mr. E. EF. 
Barron. A sum of £135 was voted for the relief of deserving cases, 
and other general business was transacted. 





In the course of summing up in a charge of forgery the Recorder 
took occasion to say that there was nothing so likely to lead to a mis- 
carriage of justice as fancied resemblances in handwriting. He was 
thankful to say that the practice of calling experts had been diecon- 
tinued in consequence of the abominable mistakes they made. They 
were always very positive and sometimes very wrong. : 
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Law Students’ Journal. 
Council of Legal Education. 


A studentship of 100 guineas a year, tenable for three years, has 
been awarded on the result of the Hilary Examination to Claude Emile 
Wright, of Gray’s Inn. 








Obituary. _ 
Mr. G. J. Johnson. 


Mr. G. J. Johnson, solicitor, of Birmingham, died on Tuesday, +t 
the age of eighty-five years. He was the oldest solicitor in Birming 
ham, and had led a life of great activity, not merely in his profession, 


but in the affairs of the city, and probably no citizen was more gene- | 
He was educated privately, and in 1840 was articled | 


rally esteemed. 
to Mr. Tyndall, of the then firm of Tyndall & Son, solicitors. With 
his friends the late Mr. C. T. Saunders and Mr. C. E. Matthews he, 
soon after being articled, joined the first Law Students’ Society 
formed in Birmingham. He was admitted in 1855, and became a 
partner in the firm of Tyndall & Son, which then became Tyndall, Son 
& Johnson. Shortly afterwards he was appointed Professor of Law 
at Queen’s College, Birmingham, and held that post for several years. 
He was honorary secretary of the Birmingham Law Society for many 
years, and was twice its president. In 1876 his firm 
and a new firm, known as Johnson & Co., was formed, and has con- 
tinued with varying partners down to the present time. The firm, 
says the Birmingham Daily Post, has always occupied a foremost posi 
tion in legal circles in the city. Its success was very largely due to 
the influence exercised by the senior partner, whose legal advice and 
assistance were sought by many prominent clients. For a great many 
years he was solicitor to the Staffordshire Waterworks Company, and 
1is connection in the same capacity with the reconstituted Birmingham 
Banking Company (now the Metropolitan Bank of England and Wales) 
dated from 1866. Mr. Johnson was very conversant with convey 
ancing and real property law, and frequently read papers on those 
subjects, and on land transfer, at the provincial meetings of the Law 
Society. He became a member of the Birmingham City Council and 
did much useful work on that body, and in 1893 served the office of 
Mayor. He took an active part in the establishment by Sir Joeiah 
Mason, and the conduct of the affairs of, Macon’s College and Orphan- 
age, and for many years he was chairman of the Free Libraries Com- 
mittee of the Birmingham Council, and was also a governor of King 
Edward’s School, and a trustee of the Lench Trust and of the Dudley 
Trust. Up to quite recently he was remarkably vigorous considering 
his advanced age, and took out his certificate and continued in practice 
nearly up to his death. 


Mr. J. Harrison. 


The death is announced of Mr. John Harrison, J.P., solicitor, ot 
Leeds. He was admitted in 1877, and, if we are correctly informed. 
was for some time Town Clerk of the city, and at his death is stated 
to have held the office of Solicitor to the Corporation. 


Changes in Partnerships, &c. 
Dissolutions. 


Joun James Wiruers, Crompton Liewetyn Davies, Jonn STANWELL 
Brrkxett, THomas WirHers, and Wiitu1am Lockwoop Maypwett Ben- 
son, solicitors (Withers, Bensons, Birkett & Davies), Howard House, 
4, Arundel-etreet, Strand, London. Dec. 31. So far as regards the 
said Crompton Llewelyn Daviee; the said John James Withers, John 
Stanwell Birkett, Thomas Withers, and William Lockwood Maydwell 
Benson will continue to carry on the said business under the present 
style or firm of Withers, Bensons, Birkett & Davies. [Gazette, Jan. 12. 


Freperic Brooks, solicitors & 


Jan. 1 


LLEWELLYN WyNnN McLeop and FrepertcK ALEXANDER PELHAM 
Woopwarp, solicitors (Hadden, Woodward, McLeod & Woodward), 6 
New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, London. Dec. 20. 


Georce Henry Kire, THomas BroomuHeap, and Epwarp Bacenor 
Krre, solicitors (Kite, Broomhead, & Kite), Taunton and North Curry. 
Dec. 30. (Gazette, Jan. 16. 


James CHAPMAN and 


Brooks), Manchester. 


(Chapman 


Information Required. 


JOHN DOUGLAS.—Anyone in possession of a will of John Douglas, 
58, St. Kilda’s-road, Stoke Newington, deceased, is requested to com 
municate with Mr. H. W. Jack, 47, Hornsey Rise-gardens, N. 


was diseolved, | 


PLOUGH INN, HORNSEY-ROAD, LONDON, N.—Information 
| is sought with regard to the whereabouts of the Title Deeds relating 
| to the above leasehold premises. A suitable reward will be paid for 
such information as may lead to their recovery.—Gibson & Weldon, 
| Solicitors, 27, Chancery-lane, London. 

| 
| 
| 


SETTLEMENT ON MARRIAGE OF JOHN PAYNE AND 
| HARRIET GRAY.—Wanted, information as to a settlement, or draft 
| or copy thereof, executed in the year 1855, on the marriage of John 

Payne and Harriet Gray, late of Clapham, Surrey, who died in 1858, of 
which Jasper Knight, who died in 1891, and George Gray, late of 
| Dublin, who died in 1888, were trustees. The settlement was prepared 
| in the office of Messrs. Bishop & Son, solicitors, formerly of 23, New 
| Bridge-street, London. Information should be furnished to Messrs. 
| Ward, Bowie, Porter, & Co., solicitore, 7, King-street, Cheapside, 
| London, E.C. 


General. 


It is announced that Mr. James Watt, W.S., senior partner of the 
| firm of Messrs. Davidson & Syme, President of the Juridical Society 
of Edinburgh, has been appointed Consulting Solicitor to the Scottish 
Insurance Commissioners. 


According to the Liverpool correspondent of the Times, the White 
Star Line has entered an appeal against the decision of the President 
| of the Admiralty Division in the recent action arising out of the col- 

lision between H.M.S. Hawke and the Olympic. 


Sir James Mellor, who has just retired from the office of King’s 
Remembrancer, King’s Coroner and Attorney and Master of the Crown 
Office, is the third son of the late Mr. Justice Mellor. He was called 
to the Bar in 1865, and has been a Master of the Supreme Court for 
more than a quarter of a century. He was also Registrar of the Court 
of Criminal Appeal. He was knighted last year. 


At the Devizes Assizes, on the 12th inst., says the 7'imes report, Mr. 
Justice Darling, before ordering the court to be cleared for the hear 
ing of a charge under the Incest Act, said he did not suppose it was 
thoroughly understood that offences of this kind were offences by 
statute punishable with penal servitude. This was in consequence of 
a statute passed three years ago. Until then these offences had nor 
been triable at assizes, and were never punished except by Ecclesias- 
tical Courts in the old days. But now they were punishable at assizes 
with penal servitude. It was desirable, owing to trials now being 
allowed to take place in secret, that the law should be known. He 
therefore gave this simple explanation of what the law was, so that 
it might become more widely known. 


Sir F. A. Bosanquet, the Common Serjeant, at the Central Criminal 
Court, administered, says the Daily Mail, a rebuke to counsel who were 
absent when their cases were called on. Counsel, in an instance which 
occurred the day before, explained that his only reason for coming 
late was that his case was fourth on the list, and it was understood 
that the first trial (that of Mr. Hooley) would last several days. The 
Common Serjeant: That is just what counsel should not do. They 
say, ‘‘ I think, I think, and I think,’’ and they take the chance whether 
they will be wanted at one time or not. Not once does it occur, but 
| it Js continual now. Counsel seem to have forgotten that it is their 

duty to be present in court or see some other counsel is instructed. I 
cannot understand it. It is a perfect scandal, and I hope the papers 
will take notice of it. 


In the King’s Bench Division, on the 11th inst., says the Evening 
Standard, Mr. Justice Ridley, addressing Mr. Robert Edwards, hatter 
and furrier, of Brandon, Suffolk, whose actions against the Beau Sejouar 
(Ceylon) Tea Company (Limited) and Mr. Mears (chairman of the 
company) for the recovery of certain shares, were dismissed with costs, 
said : ‘‘ You had this special jury here, and you must pay their ex- 
penses. That is the order of the court, and you must obey that order 
before you leave the court.’ A clerk to the plaintiff’s solicitors ex 
plained that neither he nor the plaintiff had the money with them. 
Calling the tipstaff, his Lordship remarked: ‘‘ You muet not allow 
that man (the eolicitors’ clerk) to leave the court before he has paid 
the jury.”’ The necessary money for the payment of the fees arrived 
three-quarters of an hour later, and the clerk to the solicitor was 
released from custody and left the court, the plaintiff having left some 
time previously. 


At Chester, on Saturday, saye the 7imes, Samuel Dutton was sum- 
moned by the Education Authority for neglecting to send his children 
to school. The Hon. Arthur Pomeroy, of the Parents’ Defence 
League, appeared for the defendant, but, as he was present in person, 
the Bench ruled that he could not be represented by anybody but # 
solicitor. Mr. Pomeroy said he could order the defendant to leave the 
court. Mr. Churton (Magistrates’ Clerk): I don’t think he ought to 
leave the court without the court’s consent. Mr. Pomeroy (addreesing 
the defendant) : Mr. Dutton, I wish you to retire home to that impor- 
tant business you have got. The Clerk: I don’t think that will do 
The Chairman : That will not do, Mr. Pomeroy. We are here to do 
justice. Mr. Pomeroy (again addressing the defendant) : Mr. Dutton, 
will you leave the court! I will represent you. The Clerk: Mr. 
Dutton, will you please to come and sit. here! Mr. Pomeroy: Mr. 
Dutton, will you leave the court! The defendant left the court, but 
the Bench declined to allow Mr. Pomeroy to cross-examine the wit- 
nesses, 
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It is stated that Sir John Simon has recovered from his recent ill- 
ness, and has gone abroad for a week. 


A curious insurance inquiry has been, says the Times, received at 
Lloyd’s from an endesteler in a poor part of London, who wished 
to know at what price underwriters would relieve him of any liability 
for shocks caused to private persons by his coffins being taken to the 
wrong houses at night. Underwriters did not feel competent to quote 
a premium offhand, but. expressed their willingness to consider the 
proposition provided details were supplied, such as the annual turn- 
over, the number of such shocks known to have been given, and their 
severity. 

Unusually few appeals are (says a writer in the Globe) entered 
for hearing before the Judicial Committee, which resumed its sittings 
on Tuesday. Only sixteen cases are in the list, ten coming from the 
Colonies and six from India. Of the Colonial appeals, Canada, 
Australia, and Ceylon each supply two, the remaining four coming from 
Natal, Newfoundland, Trinidad, and Hong Kong. An action for 
“criminal conversation ’’ is the subject of the appeal from Hong Kong— 
a class of litigation with which the Imperial Court of Appeal very 
rarely has anything to do. No fewer than seventeen cases stand for 
judgment. Herein lies a tribute to the expedition with which the Com- 
mittee dealt with the much larger number of appeals it had to hear 
before the Christmas vacation. ‘The judicial members of the House of 
Lords have a longer list to dispose of. Twenty-three appeals stand for 
hearing, fourteen coming from England, five from Scotland, and four 
from Ireland. Litigants in the Irish courts would appear to be gaining 
more enterprise. It is a long time since the Sister Isle supplied the 
House of Lords with four cases. 


Mr. Cecil V. Bagot writes tothe Times to say that ‘‘it may interest 
many landowners to know that in respect of successions arising under the 
provisions of the Succession Duty Act, 1853, the Estate Duty Office is 
now prepared to allow expenses of replanting as a deduction against the 
proceeds of sale of timber sold, although this deduction has always been 
hitherto disallowed, on the ground that the outlay did not constitute 
what was considered to be a ‘‘ necessary outgoing ’’ within the meaning 
of section 23 of that Act. I quote from the official letter which I 
have just received :—‘In view, however, of the trend of recent legis- 
lation towards making some concessions in relation to timber estates, 
the Office has now been empowered to regard expenses of replanting as 
necessary outgoings within the meaning of section 23, Succession Duty 
Act, 1853, so far as they were incurred during the year of the sale, in 
assessing succession duty on sales which have taken place since 
April 29th, 1909, although the death took place prior to that date.’ 
The date mentioned is the date when the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, 
came into operation; the corresponding section of that Act, section 61 
(5), only relates to estate duty on deaths after the passing of that Act.*’ 


In a recent case in New York, says the American Law Review, an 
action was brought on the following agreement, under which the 
defendant agreed to pay 33 per cent. of the amount recovered :—‘“‘ In re 
Opening Blackwell’s Island Bridge. I do hereby retain and employ 
the Realty Protective Company to act for me and in my behalf in the 
conduct of certain proceedings affecting my property, and to furnish 
such legal and other expert services as it may deem necesary in con- 
nection with the taking of my property by condemnation proceedings. 
+ . . . .” The Supreme Court holds the agreement void, saying : 
“Tt is settled that a corporation cannot practise law, either directly 
or indirectly, by employing lawyers to practise for it. The respondent 
disclaims that it is practising law, but it is impossible to construe the 
said instrument except as a retainer to represent the said Bowsky in 
legal proceedings and to furnish legal services therein, in consideration 
of which it was to receive one-third of the recovery. It was therefore 
illegal upon its face. Moreover, we think it was illegal for still 
another reason. By it the respondent was retained to furnish legal 
‘and other expert services.’ The only other expert services which could 
legitimately have been rendered in the proceedings were services of 
expert witnesses. No one would contend that an agreement to pay an 
expert witness one-third of the recovery was valid. An agreement to 
pay a corporation one-third of the recovery for furnishing expert 
witnesses is no less objectionable. The respondent filed an affidavit in 
which it is stated that it employed and paid an attorney to represent 
the interests of the said Max Bowsky; that it employed and paid 
experts to appraise the property, several of whom testified in the pro- 
ceedings as to the value of the machinery and fixtures, and that before 
the appointment of commissioners it ‘ performed various services before 
city boards and officers and conferred with the various city officers 
having jurisdiction over the initiatory and preliminary steps in the 
acquisition of the interests to be taken.’ It is also asserted that an 
owner with small interests derived an advantage from placing his 
matters in its hands that could not be obtained in the hands of a 
private attorney. It does not, however, specify the nature of the 
mysterious services rendered in conferring with city officers or how any 
legitimate advantage is derived from employing it instead of a reputable 
attorney. Certainly no legitimate services can be rendered before the 
city determines to acquire the property. Thereafter the question is 
purely one of appraisement or assessment of damages. The assertion 
by the respondent of some peculiar and invisible means of enhancing 
awards is of itself sufficient to shew that such an agreement as that 
relied upon, by which a corporation is retained to furnish legal and 
other expert services in condemnation proceedings for a percentage of 
the award, is against the public interest.” 


JUST PUBLISHED. Price 15s. 


MEWS’ ANNUAL DIGEST 
_ AND NOTER-UP, I9II. 


It digests the Cases reported in every recognised series of 
Reports during 1911, and includes also selected cases in the 
Weekly Notes, Indian Appeals, and Irish and Scots Reports. 











For convenience in noting-up, a list of cases followed, 
overruled, etc., during the year, printed on one side only of 
thin paper for cutting up, is presented to subscribers. 





SWEET ®&® MAXWELL, LTD., 3, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
STEVENS & SONS, Ltp.. 119 & 120, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


LAW REVERSIONARY = INTEREST SOCIETY 


THANET HOUSE, 231-232 STRAND, LONDON, W.C. 
OPPOSITE THE LAW COURTS. 
REMOVED FROM No. 24 LINCOLN'’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
EstTas.isuEp 1853, 

Capital Stock ... ove oe ove on +. £400,000 
Debenture Stock ea was ~_ se .-- £331,130 
REVERSIONS PURCHASED. ADVANCES MADE THEREON 
Forms of Proposal and full informaiion can be obtained at the Society's Offices. 

W. OSCAR NASH, F.1.A., Actuary and Secretary. 











Royat Navy.—Parents thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula- 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
and Medical Branches, on application to James Gieve, Royal Naval 
Enquiry Agency, 65, South Molton-street, London, W.—{Advt.] 








Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Reaistears 1x ATTENDANCE OF 


Emereexcy Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
N 


Date. Rota, 0, 2, Joyvog. Swinrew Eapy. 
Monday Jan. 22 Mr Church Mr Synge Mr Bloxam Mr Goldschmidt 
Tuesday uso... 23 Theed Church Farmer Synge 
Wednesday ...... 24 Bloxam Theed Leach Oharch 
Thursday ......... 25 Farmer Bloxam Borrer Theed 
Friday .....-....0 26 Leach Farmer Beal Bloxam 
Saturday ......... 27 Borrer Leach Greswell Farmer 

Date Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

° Wareinetox,. NRVILLE. Parker. Evs. 
Monday Jan. 22 Mr Borrer Mr Theed Mr Leach Mr Greswell 
Tuesday . 23 Beal *Bloxam Borrer Goldsshmidt 
Wednesday Greswell Farmer Beal Synge 
Thursday Goldschmidt Leach Greswell Charch 
friday . Synge Borrer Goldschmidt Theed 
Saturday Churca Beal Synge Bioxam 








COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1912. 


The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time 
to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 
(Continued from page 213). 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1911, 

Robinson v Cohen and ors appln of deft Cohen for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 22, 1911, at trial before 
Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex (security ordered) 
Dec 6 

Ashwell & Nesbitt ld v Allen & Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Coleridge, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 28, 1911 
Dec 8 

Ericksen vy Washbourne and ors appln of defts Warren and Spink for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 1, 1911, 
at trial before Mr Justice A T Lawrence and a common jury, Middlesex 
Dec 8 

Spong v London General Omnibus Co appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 23, 1911, at trial before 
Mr Justice Channell and a common jury, Middlesex Dec 11 

Jepson v Ashworth appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 14, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice 
Phillimore and a special jary, Leeds Dec 14 
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South Yorkshire Junction Ry Co v Hull and Barnsley Ry Co appl of 
defta from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
Nov 24,1911 Dee 15 

The British Enterprise Insce Soc ld v Marrian Hardwicke & Co appln 
of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
Dec 12, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice Bray and a special jury, 
London Dec 15 ; 

Loudan v Williams appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 7, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice Pick- 
ford and a special jury, Birmingham Dec 16 

Hay v Star Newspaper Co ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 8, 1911, at trial before The 
Lord Chief Justice and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 18 

Flowitt v Midgley appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
without a jury, Leeds, dated Nov 22, 1911 Dec 19 

The King v Preston Rural District Council app! of Preston Rural 
District Council from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices 
Hamilton and Bankes, dated Nov 28, 1911 Dec 20 

Peterson v Thé Fairfield Shipbuilding and Engineering Co ld and D G 
Pinkney appln of The Fairfield Shipbuilding, &c, Co ld for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 8, 1911, at 
trial before Mr Justice Bray and a special jury, City of London Dec 20 

Vickers ld v Clergue appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 8, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice A T 
Lawrence and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 20 

Deacon v Quayle appl of apnlt from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice 
and Justices Hamilton and Bankes, dated Dec 15, 1911 Dec 21 

Doleman & Sons v Ossett Corpn appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Scrutton, without a jury, Leeds, dated July 28, 1911 Dec 22 

Gascoine v Cory appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt. dated Dee 15, 1911. at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 22 

FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 

(ADMIRALTY). 
With Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 

1911. 

The Hopper No. 1—1910—Folio 559 The Owners of ketch Snowden 
and ors v the Owners of the 6s. Hopper No. 1 of Dublin (damage) 
appl of pltfis from judgt of Mr. Justice Bargrave Deane, dated 
June 135, 1911 July 15 

Antwerp City—1911—Folios 281 and 274 The Red R. Steamship Co 
ld v W. A. Massey & Sons ld (damage) appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated July 13, 1911 Oct. 12 

The Annie—1911—Folio 342 Owners of steamship Virago of Liverpool 
v Owners of steamship Annie (damage) appl of defts from judgt 
of the Divisional Court, dated Nov 8, 1911 Dec 4 ; 


Without Nautical Assessors. 


The Umsinga—1910—W—Folio 15 W Cory & Sons ld v the Owners 
of the ss. Umsinga (damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of the Presi- 
dent, dated May 19. 1911 July 7 

The Fanny—1911—Folio 272 Thos Morgan v J S Davies, the owner 
of the vessel Lily Green and all others claiming against the vessel 
Fanny (limitation of liability) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bargrave Deane, dated July 26,1911 Aug 4 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION, 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1910. 

Reeder v Cooper app] of Curtis and ors from order of Mr Justice 
Coleridge, dated April 14, 1910 (s o liberty to apply) April 16 
1911. 

Clark v Forster Same v Same Forster v Aldridge In re H Forster 
(expte J Jackson Clark, in Bankruptcy) appl of applet, H W 
Clarkson, from order of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Feb 20, 1911 pt 

hd Feb 25 (s o till after act before Parker, J) 

Cholmeley and anr v Ogden and ors appl of deft, Green, from order 
of Mr Justice Hamilton, dated Oct 20, 1911 Oct 26 Same v Same 
appl of defts, S & J Ogden, from same order (s o for settlement) 
Oct 26 

In the Matter of an Arbitration between the Kellner Partington Paper 
Pulp Co ld and Salby Wertheim appl of S Wertheim from order of 
Justices Avory and Horridge (Divisional Court), dated Oct 16, 1911 
Oct 28 

Attorney-Gen v Storey (Revenue Side) appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Lush, dated Oct 18, 1911 (s o for Attorney-Gen) Nov 1 

The King v Hatherton and Hardy, Justices of Stafford order nisi 
(expte the Guardians of Ormskirk Union) appln of Committee of 
Visitors of Stafford County Lunatic Asylum Nov 17 

Same v Same for three L.JJ. Nov 17 

J Aird & Co v Lord Mayor, etc, of Bristol appl of defte from order 
of Mr Justice Scrutton, dated Nov 25,1911 Dec 4 

The London County Council v Clark appl of respt from order of 
Divisional Court (Justices Hamilton and Bankes), dated Nov 24, 
1911 Dec 7 

Steamship Den of Airlie Co ld v Mitsui & Co ld and ors. appl of 
pltffs from order of Mr Justice Bray, dated Dec 6, 1911 Dec 9 

Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co v New Garage and Motor Co ld appl 
— ry from order of Mr Justice Horridge, dated Dec 11, 1911 

ec 


South Kirkby, Featherstone and Hemsworth Collieries ld v Lambert 
Bros ld appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Coleridge, dated 
Dec 8, 1911 Dec 19 

General Electric Co 1d v Great Western Ry Co (Railway and Canal 
Commission) appl of applts from judgt of Mr Justice A T Lawrence, 
the Hon A E Gathorne Hardy, and Sir James Woodhouse, dated 
Dec 11, 1911 Dec 21 

Kais Koen Priv Oesterreischiche Laenderbank v Blue appl of defi 
from order of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Dec 18, 1908 (restored 
Dec 21, 1911) Dec 21 

Beckwith v Lindle Robsons ld and anr appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Scrutton, dated Dec 18, 1911 ec 22 

Newmann v Kiihn appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Horridyge, 
dated Dec 13, 1911 Dec 22 


IN RE THE WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACTS, 1897 AND 
1906. 


(From County Court.) 
Judgment Reserved. 


Godwin v The Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty — of applet 
from award of County Court (Hampshire, Portsmouth) 
Dec 20) 


IN RE THE WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACTS, 1897 AND 
1906. 


(Cc av 


(From County Courts.) 


1910. 


Davies v Hills Plymouth Colliery appl of applct from award of County 
Court (Glamorgan, Merthyr Tydfil), dated June 25, 1910 July 5 
(s o till after decision in House of Lords in Pope v Hill’s Plymouth 
Collieries. 


1911. 


Weighill v Consett Ironworks ld appl of applct from award of County 
Court (Durham, Durham), dated March 31, 1911 April 19 (s o 
till after decision in House of Lords in Barnes v Nunnery Colliery 
Co) 

Smith v National Provincial Insce Corpn ld appl of applct from award 
of County Court (Worcestershire, Dudley), dated May 2, 1911 (6 o 
liberty to apply) May 13 

Dunn v Same appl of applct from award of County Court (Worces- 
tershire (Dudley), dated May 2, 1911 (6 0 liberty to apply) May 13 

Johnson v Charlaw and Sacriston Collieries Co ld appl of applct from 
award of County Court (Durham, Durham), dated June 13, 1911 
June 29 (6 o pending decision in Barnes v Nunnery Colliery Co ld 
in House of Lords) 

Hill v Border Union Steamship Co ld appl of applet from award of 
County Court (Yorkshire, Hull), dated June 16, 1911 July 7 (so 
until seven days after decision in House of Lords in Wainer v 
Couchman) 

Beaumont (administratrix of Allen Beaumont) v Underground Electric 
Rys Co of London ld appl of respts from award of County Court 
(West London, Brompton), dated July 11, 1911 July 29. 

Southall v Cheshire County News Co ld appl of respts from award 
of Coynty Court (Cheshire, Stockport), dated Sept 15, 1911 Oct 5 

Chandler v The Great Western Ry appl of respts from award of 
County Court (Middlesex, Uxbridge), dated Sept 20, 1911 Oct 12 

Martin v Mayor, etc, of Manchester appl of respts from award of 
County Court (Lancashire, Manchester), dated July 28, 1911 Oct 17 

Warren v Roxburgh appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Lancashire, Liverpool), dated Oct 6, 1911 Oct 18 

Standing v Eastwood & Co ld appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Kent, Sheerness), dated Sept 28, 1911 Oct 19 

Evans v Cory Bros appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Glamorganshire, Neath and Aberavon), dated Oct 5, 1911 Oct 23 

Peel v Wm Lawrence & Sons ld appl of applct from award of County 
Court (Lancashire, Chorley), dated Oct 5, 1911 Oct 24 

Bate v Worsey (Bayliss, third party) appl of third party from award 
of County Court (Staffordshire, Wolverhampton), dated Oct 6, 1911 
Oct 24 

Goff v Airds ld appl of applct from award of County Court (Kent, 
Bromley), dated Oct 3, 1911 Oct 24 

Ivey v Ivey appl of applct from award of County Court (Durham, 
Consett), dated Oct 11, 1911 October 30 

Ashman v Neudigate Colliery Co ld appl of applet from award of 
County Court (Warwickshire, Nuneaton), dated Oct 11, 1911 Oct 31 

Russell v H M Postmaster-General appl of respt from award of 
County Court (City of London Court), dated Oct 16, 1911 Nov 4 

The Warwick Steamship Co v Callaghan appl of applet from award 
of County Court (Durham, Stockton-on-Tees), dated Oct 17, 1911 
Nov 7 

Edgerton v Moore appl of applet from award of County Court 
(Cheshire, Northwich and Winsford), dated Oct 23, 1911 Nov 9 

Taylor v Atlantic Transport Co ld appl of applet from award of 
County Court (Middlesex, Bow), dated Oct 25, 1911 (security ordered) 
Nov 10 

Howell v Exors of Caroline Blackwell Blackwell v Howell appl of 
applet from award of County Court (Gloucestershire, Stroud), ated 





Oct 24, 1911 November 13 
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Tucker v Oldbury Urban District Council appl of respte from award 
= a Court (Staffordshire, West Bromwich), dated Nov 3, 1911 
ov 
Gordon v Great Central Ry appl of applct from award of County 
Court (Cheshire, Stockport), dated Oct 25, 1911 Nov 15 
Williams v Waen Nantyglo Colliery Co appl of applet from award 
7 ied Court (Monmouthshire, Tredegar), dated Oct 25, 1911 
ov 
Staveley Coal and Iron Co v Elson appl of applcts from award of 
County Court (Yorkshire, Doncaster), dated Nov 1, 1911 Nov 21 
Blake v Head appl of applct from award of County Court (Kent, 
Woolwich), dated Nov 1, 1911 Nov 21 


Evans v Dodd appl of applct from award of County Court (Middlesex, | 


Edmonton), dated Nov 2, 1911 (security ordered) November 23 

Watkins v Guest, Keen & Nettlefolds ld ‘appl of respt from award of 
a Court (Glamorganshire, Merthyr Tydfil), dated Nov 6, 1911 
Nov 

Poulton v Kelsall appl of respt from award of County Court (Lanca- 
shire, Manchester), dated Nov 13, 1911 Nov 29 

Johnson v Oceanic Steam Navigation Cold appl of respts from award 
of County Court (Lancashire, Liverpool). dated Nov 20,1911 Nov 30 

Mayor, etc, of Lowestoft v Aldridge appl of respt from award of 
County Court (Suffolk, Lowestoft), dated Nov 15, 1911 Decl 

Roberts & Ruthven Id v Hall appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Lincolnshire, Great Grimsby), dated Nov 15, 1911 Dec 1 

Layfield v Wallsend appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Northumberland, North Shields), dated Nov 10, 1911 Dec 1 

Kendall & Gent ld v Pennington appl of applct from award of County 
Court (Lancashire, Manchester), dated Nov 23, 1911 Dec 4 

Cole v Shrubsole and Wakeley Bros & Cold app! of applct from award 
of County Court (Kent, Rochester). dated Nov 16, 1911 Dec 6 

Dutton v The Kirkstall Forge Co ]d appl of respts from award of 
County Court (Yorkshire, Leeds), dated Nov 16, 1911 Dec 7 

Keay v Ward appl of respt from award of County Court (Shropshire, 
Newport), dated Nov 25, 1911 Dec 13 

Tombs v Bomford appl of respt from award of County Court (Worces- 
tershire, Great, Malvern), dated Nov 24, 1911 December 14 

Humberstone v W Moore & Son appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Middlesex, Edmonton), dated Dec 4, 1911 Dec 16 

Higgins v Poulsom appl of respt from award of County Court (Lanca- 
shire, Liverpool), dated Dec 1, 1911 Dec 18 

Griffiths v Atkinson appl of respt from award of County Court 
ee Brompton), dated Dec 11, 1911 (execution stayed) 

ec 

Devlin v Pelaw Main Collieries appl of applct from award of County 
Court (Durham, Gateshead), dated Dec 7, 1911 Dec 19 

Campbell v Eastman appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Hampshire, Winchester), dated Nov 29, 1911 Dec 20 

Dovle y Cork Steam Packet Co appl of applct from award of County 
Court (Middlesex, Whitechapel), dated Dec 6, 1911 Dec 22 

Richards v Sanders & Sons appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, Marylebone), dated Dec 4, 1911 Dec 23 


N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine and King’s Bench 
Fina] and Interlocutory Appeals, etc., set down to Dec. 23, 1911. 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales, 


Jan. 25.—Mesers. Srrusow & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents (see 
advertisement, back page, this week). . 

Jan. 30.—Mesars, 8. Watxer & Sow, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents (see 
advertisement, back page, this week). 

Jan. 31.—Mesere. Bearp & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freekolds, &c. (see advertisement, 
back page, this week). 

Feb, 27.—Mesers, Driver, Jonas, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freeholds and Lease- 
hold (see advertisement, back page, this week). 


Result of Sale. 
Reversions, Lire Inrereers, Porrcirs, &c. 
J Messrs, H. EB. Foster & Onawrrecy held their usnal Forinightly Sale of these 
interests, at the Mart, on Thursday last, when the following Lots were sold at the 
prices mentioned, making a total of £2,635 :— 
The ABSOLUTE REVERSION to £350 
£5,000 ... 


” ” 


9 ‘9 £3, 
BOX IN ROYAL ALBERT HALL... 








. . J 
Winding-up Notices, 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Jan. 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Lrutrep my Onaworey. 

ALLIED INVESTORS’ CORPORATION, Ltp (IN VoLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Feb 5, to send their names and addresses, and par'iculars of 
, — or claims, to Lionel Maltby, 5, London wall bidys, Finsbury circus, 

quidator. 

Azor¥ FREIGHTING Co, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 12, to send in 
their names an‘! addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Laman H Evans 

a Great Saint Helens. liquidator. : 

MATOGRAPH FINANCE CORPORATION, LtD—Petn for winding-up, presented Jan 9 
directed to be heard Jan 23. Clarke & C », 8, Queen st, Cheapside, solors to the petnr 
Notice < —s must reach the above named not lat-r than 6 o'clock in the 


City INSURANCE AND INVESTMENT TRUST, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors 
are reqnired. on or betore Feb 5, to serd in their names and addresses, and particulars 
of their debts or claim», to Lionel Maltby, 5, London wall bldgs, Finsbury circus 
liquidator. 

ELECTRIC AND GENERAL ASSURA®CE, Ltp (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Feb 5. to send in their nvmes and addresses. and particulars of 
their “ebts or claims, to Lionel Maltby, 5, Lontoon Wall bldgs, Finsbury circus 
liquidator. 

F. Hurcnins & Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 23. to send their 

- names and addresses, and the rarticulars of their debts or claims to Vredertck Tinker 
Woolley, 71, King st, Manchester. Addleshaw & Co, Manchester, solors for the 
liqui ‘ator. 

INDENETEY ASSOCIATION, LTD (IN: VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, 
on or before Fe>5 to serd in their names an‘ adireeses and particulars of their 
debts r claims. to Lionel Malthv, 5, London Wall bldgs, Fins*ury cirens, liquidator. 

ISLE OF MAN MINING Co, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required. on 
or b+ ore Jan 81, to send their names and addresses, and the particulers of their debts 
or claims, to Wm. Crossmen Spencer, 41, North John st, Liverpol. liquidator. 

L. C. E. Kine & Co, Ltp—Cretitors are required, on or before Feb 1°, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Clover, 
70, Commercial rd, Portsmouth. Biscoe-Smith & Blagg, Portsmouth, solors for the 
liquidator 

PR SNIER ELECTRIC THEATRES, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 8, d'rected 
to be heard Jan 23. Stimson, Salisbury House, London Wall, solor for the petnrs. 
Notice of apnearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of Jan 22. 

London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limrrep te Omaworry. 

BRIGHTON AND Hove GoRDON Boys BRIGADE, Ltp—Petn for winding up presented 
Jan 9, directed to be heard Jan 24 »t 12. W. D. Peskett, 8, Marlborough pl, 
Brighton, solor for the petng crdrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above named 
not later than six oclock in te afternoon of Jan 25 

BRISTOL CHANNEL PASSENGER BoaTs Lip, CARDIFF (IN VOLUNTARY L'QUIDATION)— 
Creditors are required, on or befor® Feb 13, to send their names and addre-ses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Chas. E. Dovey, 31, Queen st, 
Card 'ff. liquidater. 

DECORATORS’ MANUFACTURING AND TRADING ASSOCIATION, LtD—Creditors are required 
on or before Feb 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars ot 
their debts or claims, to Rober’ James Ward, 2, Clement's inn, Strand. Pritchard & 
Co, Little Trinity In, solors for the liquidators. 

METROPOLITAN AMALGAMATED EsTATRS, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 12, 
directei to be heard Jan 30. Campion & Co, 23, Old Broad st, solors for the petnr. 
Notice of anpearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of Jan 29 

W Morris AND Co, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 20, to send their 
names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claim3, to W. Rowland 
Waller, 3, Bucklersbury, liquidator. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


WILLENHALL PERMANENT MONEY “SocreTY—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 4, 
directed to be heard at the County Court. Queen st, Wolverhampton, Ja» 25, at 10. 
J. Henry Baxter, 82 and 83, Walsall st, Willenhall,solor for the ptnr. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 


Jan 24 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette.— FRIDAY, Jan. 12, 


QRORGE SHELDRAKE & “ons, LTD. (Recon -truction) 

A. BRAUN AND WUSTLICH. LTD. 

TUSTANOWICE O'L, DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE, LTD, 

BRISTOL CHANNEL PASSENGER Boats, LTD, 

MINE? AUX DE LA WEDITERRANEE, LTD. 

©. K. SYNDICATE LTD. 

RIGFORD Tyre Co, LTD. 

ANGLO-CANADIAN FINANCE (Co, LTD. 

METCALFE AND HIGGINB ‘TTOM, LTD. 

CENTRAL KOOTENAY LAND AND DEVELOPMENT CO, LTD, 

KosHer FRESH MEAT Co. LTD. 

STEURINS )ISCHARGING GEAR, LTD, 

BAHIA FSTATES SYNDICATE, LTD. 

AZOFF FREIGHTING (Co, T-TD, 

GOONAMARTH CLAY Co, LTD. 

LOWER HALVIGGAN CLAY Co, LTD. 

HENDRA CLAY Co, LTp. (Amalgamation). 

GREAT BEAM CLAY Co, Ltp (Amalgamation). 

CARRANCARROW CLAY Co, Ltp (Amalgamation), 

NEw EINASLEIGH CoppER MINES, LTD, 

NORTH CORNWALL RREWERY Co, LTD. 

LITTL® SUNDAY CLUB LTD. 

CONSOLIDATED MINING AND INVESTMENT CORPORATION, LTD. 
London Gazette,—TUESDAY, Jan 16- 

SHIPPING SEcURITIFS, LTD. 

ANGLO-FRENCH TRADING Co, LTD, 

Ivy Property Co, LTD. 

Houmpary Finney & Co, Lp. 

Cc. Pass .& Son, Lrp. (Reconstruction). 

G. B. MELLors & Co, Urn. 

PASCONA PLASTER. ALABASTER AND FIREPROOF BRICK Co, LTD, 

YouLAa WOOLS (ARGENTINA AND URUGUAY), LTD. 

Lass Woot Co, Lrp. 

Youna WooLs (INTERNATIONAL), LTD. 

YouLa Corrons (INTERNATIONAL). LTD. 

Youta Woots (NEW ZEALAND), LTD. 

YouLA WOOLS (AUSTRALIA), LTD. 

JOHNSON-LUNDELL ELECTRIC TRACTION Co, LTD, 

ANTIQUE TILE AND FENCING Co, LTD, 

MISSES NEWMAN, LTD. 





Yunawn Co, Lrp. 
BROWN AND PoTTeER, LTD, 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, Jan. 12. 
Coorzr, Marra Santa, Keith crove, *hepherd’s Bush Feb 16 Reeder v Curtis and 
Others, Parker,J Bullock, London Wall 
Cotverwett, Witt1aM, Great Fencote, nr Bedale, Yorks, Gardener Feb 7 Oulverwell 
and Another vy Poole anf Another, Swinfen Eady and Neville, JS Swarbreck, 











Bedale 
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London Gazette,—Tcesvar, Jau. 16 


Loos, Lovtse Maare Faancortse, Mizenol av, Quex rd, Wes Hampstead Feb 20 West 
v Dorrell, Swinfen Eady, J Aldridge, Warwick at, Regeat st 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette. —FRivay, Jan. 12. 
RAYLY. THOMASIVE CHARtorre, Paris. France Fab 21 Ellis & Co, Albemarle st 
BAZALGErT :, NoRMAN, Gran seside, Wimoledon Fb16 fylee & Co, Essec st, Strand 
BINGLEY, Rav Jody teonae, To>quay Feo lv M cxe zie & Son, Torquay 
BREAKS, JON \THAN HOULDING, Bratford, Grocer Feb 1 Clough & Crabtree, Cleck- 
heaton 
BR OKMAN, SARAH ANN, and MARY ANN LAMBERT, Morley Feb 29 Burrows & Burton 
Leeds 
Brown, EMMA JANE, Bristol Jan31 Crossman & Co, Thornbtry, Glos 
DEAN, JAMES MuRRAY. and ANNIE ELIZABETH VEN, Manchester Feb 20 Doughty 
& Fraser, Manchester 
DENNISON, JAcOR, Eccleshill, Bradford, Builder Jan 27 
DRAKE, WILLIAM, Caledonian rd, Islington, Hosier Feb 2) Pakeman & Co, Ironmon- 
ger In 
Dyas, Rosert, Bromley, Kent Feb 15 Garrett & Son, Great James st 
FLETCHER, EMMA. Thame, Oxford Feb 12 Holiday & Co, Oxford 
GLYNNE, MARY, Howarden, Flint Feb12 Hores & Co, Lincolo’s inn fields 
Gorvos, JaMEs THOMAS WILLIAM, Camberwell gr, Peckham Feb 10 
Hobrow, Bavinghall at 
GouLD, GrorGEe Epwin, Croscombe, Somerset Feb 13 
GRAY, JANE ELIZ. BeTH, North Shields, Licensed Victualler 
Nor h shields 
HAIRE, CELIA ELIZABETH MONTAGU, Hanwell Marl Bennett & Ferris, Coleman st 
HARGREAYES, Joun, Kildwick, Yorks, Farmer Jan 24 Sugden & Co, Keighley 
HM .SLAM, CAKOLINE, Tunbridge W Us Feb 24 Blair & Seddon, M inchester 
HATCHELL, MARIA, Queen's rd, Wimoledon Feb20 Williams & James, Norfolk House, 
Thames Embankment 
Hewett, Rev /ouN, Tei nmouth 
HEWIrT, CAROLINE HARRIET, Kensinzton sq 
HILt., ELIZABETH, Castleford, Yorks Feb1 
HOLDEN, MAkY, Marton, Blackpool June 30 
Jovrs, THOMAS, Slaengvynti, Glam Feb9 Morga.s, Maesteg 
JusTicR, HARRIET EMILY, Croyion Feb7 Rowland & Hutchinson, Croydon 
KELSEY, WILLIAM MIL&s, 4parkhill, Birmingham Jan 3l LyvJe, Birmingham 
Kyient, Lity, Bradford Feb 6 Westwooi & Howe, Bradford 
LANDSLEY, EMILY, Bucted, Sussex Jan 26 Salaman & Co. London Wall 
LEIGHTON, DAVID CLARANCKE RUSSELL, Cheltenham Feb 27 Ticeharsts & (o, 
Cheltenham 
LENDON, SAMUEL, Poole Whitestone, Devon, Yeoman 
way, Teignmouth 


Rundle & 


Nalder, Shepton Mallet 


Feb 22 Evans & Co, Gray's Inn sq 
Feb 10 Behan, Chancery la 
Harrison & Co, Wakefield 
Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham 


Feb 15 Hutchings & Kenna- 


MACNIOOLL, ALEXANDER DUNCAN, Liverpool, Marine Engineer Jan 31 Carrathers & | 


Gedge, Liverpool 
MATHEWS, MARIANNE, Edcbaston, Birmingham Feb 20 Mathews & Co, Cannon st 
MESSENGER, | HOMWAS, Tufnell Park rd Feb 24 Tavlor & Taylor, New Broad st 
MILLINGTON, WILLIAM, Wolverhampton Feb 29 Pointon & Evershed, Birminzh m 
MORLEY, DAVID, Wistow Lordship, nr Selby, Yorks, Farmer Feb 16 Parker & 
Parker, Selby 
NAGEL, tev CHARLES NICHOLAS, Windsor Feb 17 
NICKERSON, GEORGE SNYDER, Sings, Sennar, Sidan Mari Cobb & Son, York 
NOLAN, SELINA, Washin:ton, USA Feb14 Hewitt & Co, Leadenhall st 
PAGE, (EoRGS FREDERICK, Cambridge, Accountant Jan 20 Ellison & Co, Cam- 
bridge 
PARIS, WILLIAM, Hessle, York Feb10 Martinson & Stow, Hull 
PHILLIPS, SAMUEL, Church Preen, Salop Feb 13 Norris & Miles, Tenbury 
PoTTs, EDWARD BAGNALL, Broseley, salop, Solicitor Marl Potts & Potts, Broseley 
RoBeERTS, THOMAS, Leeds Feb 8 Scott & Tarnbull, Le-ds 
RYLANCE, ANN, Southport Feb 22 Williams, Southport 
SAUNDERS, HANNAH, Clifton, Bristol Feb12 Veale & Willway, Bristol 
Sim, RICHARD BAKER, Claremont rd, Forest Gate, Auctioneer Feb 15 
Chelmsford 


Badger & Badger, Liverpool 


Gepp & Sons, 


Westwood & Howe, Bradford | 


Feb 16 R & R F Kidd, | 


i } 
| VEIL, JULES,Che:tham, Manchester Feb 17 


| 
| 
| 


| WALKER, JoHN THOMAS, Middlesbroagh, Engine Driver 


3MITd, JAMES, Itchington, Tytherington, Gios Farmer Jan 31 Crossman & Co 
Thornbury, Glos ne 

STEUVART, FERDINAND DE KIERSKOWSKI, Guards’ Club, London Mar15 Vinall&8 ns, 
Lewes 

SULLIVAN, MATILDA ANN, Gaprd, Wimbledon Feb 15 Sullivan, Harpenten, Herts 

TOMKINS, SOPHIA AMELIA, Lynette av, Clapham Common Feb 26 Lawrance & Co, 
Old Jewry chmbrs 

UNDERDOWN, M«‘rGAret, Altrincham Feb 19 Chapman & Co, Manchester 

Jan 31 Watson, Middles. 
brough 

WELLINGS, GRORGE, Brentwood, Essex Feb 12 E F & H Landon, New Broad st 

WILKS Sir S\MUEL, Bt, MD, FRS, #rosvenor st Feb 22 Garrard & Co, Suffolk st 
Pall Mall East 

Winpsor, Davro Bexley, Kent Feb15 Rose & Co, Suffolk st 


| Woop, JULIA. New Romney, Kent Feb20 Crick & freeman, Maldon, Essex 


WoRDSWORTH, JOHN, DD, Salisbury, Wilts Feb 20 Fulton, Salisbury 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan 16. 

RELL, ISABELLA, South Shields Mar 1 Watson, Burton upon Trent 

BOASE, MARY HARDING, I'ruro Feb 16 Whatley & Son. Lincoln's inn fie‘ds 

Booru, ELIZABETH, Bedford Feb 29 Slater & Co, Manchester 

COLLINS, WILLIAM, Bagshot, Surrey Feb 27 Tyrre!l Lewis & Co, Albany Court yard, 
Piccadilly 

Cruse, MARY JANE, Kenton, Devon Jan 26 Geare & Mathew, Exeter 

DAVIES, THOMAS WILLIAM, Greycoat gdos, Westminster Mar 1 Yeilding & Co, Vin- 
cent sq, Westminster 

DENTON, EMILY BAILEY, Wraysbury, Bucks Feb16 Savory & Co, Strand 

FARMER, FREDERICK, Shoreham by Sea, Sussex Feb19 Buckwell & Co, Brighton 

HITCHINGS, CHARLES VERNON, Weston super Mare,Surgeon March 1 Smith & Sons, 
Weston saper Mare 

HOWLETT, JAMES WARNES, Hove, Solicitor Feb 23 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 

JACKMAN WILLIAM, Whyteleafe, Surrey, Li-ense’ Victualler Feb 13 Holt, Purley 

Jessop, EDWARD Hever , Corsham, Wilts Marl Timmins & Timm ns, Bath 

JONES, BENJAMIN, Aberaman, Aberdare, Grocer Jan 24 Thomas, Aberdare 

LAYCOCK, THOMAS, S:arborough, Publisher's Agent Feb12 Hick & Son, Scarborough 

LAIRD. JOSEPHINE, Birkenhead Feb13 Laces & Co, Liverpool 

Mason, THOMAS, Nottingham, Manufacturing Chemist Mar 1 Clifton & Co, Notting- 
ham 

MILLS, ELIZABETH, Stamford st, Backfriars rd Feb 24 Burton & Son, Bank chmbrs, 
Ulack‘riars rd 

Moss, FRANK, P-rshore, Farmer Feb 29 Garrard & Anthony, Worcester 

MURRAY HERvERT CYRIL ORDE, Sialkot, Punjab, India Feb 10 Valpy & Co, Lincoln's 
inn fields 

MvuTTon, HixRrett JANE, Brighton Feb 2) Hovlett & Clarke, Brighton 

OGDEN, SARAM ANN, Yidhim Jan 31 Holroyd, Oldham 

OWES, OWEN HvuGH, Liverpool Feb 16 Hannay & Horton, Liverpool 

RICHARDS, Eviza, Gillingham st, Pimlico Mar 1 Yeilding & Co, Vincent sq, West- 
minster 

RICHARDSON, LovIst JANE, Hawarden gr, Herne Hill 
chmbrs, Blackfriars rd 

RICHES, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Addington sq, Camberwell, Licensed Victualler Feb 28 
Taylor & C>, Strand 

RODERICK, JOHN, Birming 1m, Surveyor Feb 29 Pointon « Evershed, Birmingham 

RowWLatr, CLAvpIus RvuBERT, Wiimington, Kent Feb 28 Warner & Kirby, 
Winchester 

SAFFENREUTER, GUSTAVUS WILLIBRORD, Aix la Chapel e,Germany Feb20 Tatham & 
Co, Manchester 

SYNNOT, ANNE, Clewer, Berks Feb12 Durnford & Gale, Windsor 

TANNAR JAMES LEWIS, Atains rd, Clapham Park Feb 20 Cran, New Broad st 

lICKLE, BENJAMIN, Birkdale, Lancs, Farmer Mari Mawdsley & Hadfield, South- 


ort 
Wise & Wise, Minchester 
Robinson & Co, 


Feb 24 Burton & Son, Bank 


WASHROURNE, WILLIAM EoWARD, Renfrew rd, Kennington Feb 12 
Renfre v rd, Lower Kennington In i 

Wens, HENRY, Saffron Walden, Essex Mar 1 Eaden & Co, Cambridge 

WENN, EMILY, Littleover, Derby Fehb18 Robotham & Co, Derby : 

WHITEHOUSE, JOSEPH, Birmingham Jan 31 Hargreave & Heaton, Birmingham , 

Woop, ANNIE ANGELL, Estcourt rd, Wandsworth Feb1s Bridgman & Co, College hill 

Wrieut, JOHN GEORGE, Knayton, Yorks Feb15 Smith, West Hartlepool 





Berry, Hewry, Leeds, Plumber 


Bankruptcy Notices. tae 


Booaorr, Taomas, Great Western rd, Harrow rd, Chim- 

H gh Court Pet Nov 21 | 

Broapavuast, Josern Raven Groroe, Coventry, Iron- | Diamowp, Myer, St Stephen’s rd, Bow High Court Pet 

Pet Jan 8 ‘rd Jad 8 

Bavuwst:, Warren, and ao Hamivrox Ror, Wood | pony Grorcr Bexsamrx, Thornton Heath, Surrey, House 
igh Court : ‘ 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 12. ney Sweep 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Apaamorr, Hyuay, Leeds, Baker 
Jan 10 

Apams, Cecit. Lewis, Margate 
Ord Jan'9 

Amp, Patti, Wilkes st, Spitalfields, Furrier High Court 
Pet Dec 1 Ord Jan9 

Baanerr, Jony, Basingstoke, Hants, Hire Carter 
chester Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan 8 

Bewwerr, Taomas, Exeter, Tobacconist 
Ord Jan 8 


monger Coventry 


Leeds Pet Dec 21 Ord st, Manufacturers 
Jan 11 

High Court Pet Dee 12 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan 8 


Win- Cagrry, Jouw Haywarp, 


Exeter Pet Jan 8 


Northallerton Pet Jan 9 a : — 
Cuayros, Josep, Denton, Lancs, Timber Merchant | Harrow, Ext Aarava, Bathwick, Bath, Licensed Victualler 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Decilé Ord Jan8 { 


Catvert, Jacos, Clayton le Moors, Builder 


Cuamwpers, Reorvatp James, Shaioxhurst, Kent, Farmer 
Canterbury Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 


Pet Jan8 Ord | Coox, Ronert Daypex, North Shieids, Grocer Newcastle 
upon fyne PetJan5 Ord Jan5 3 

Cooper, Exizanetn, Jeffery’s rd, Clapham Hastings Pet 
Dec 20 Ord Jan 10 


Leeds 


Ord Jan 9 | 
Jan9 Ord Jan9 


Pet Jan it Ord | Agent Croydon Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan8 
Blackb Forsyta, Myra, Barwell, Leicester Leicester Pet Jan 8 
lackburn | Ord Jan 8 
Gaze, Joun, jun, Oulton Broad, Suffolk, Wholesale Pork 
Butcher Great Yarmouth Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 
Gosper, Eowaep Caanies, Sandwich, Grocer Canterbury 


Richmond, Yorks, Joiner Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan 8 


Ord Jan 9 | 
Bath PetJan10 Ord Jan10 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


24a, MooRGatTtz 


STrRAaT, LOnNDpDowm, 


ESTABLISHED in 1890. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suttabie Insurance Ciauses tor inserting in Leases ur Mortgages of Licenseo froperty, Sewiea by ounsel, will be seat 


The Corporation has extended its operations, and, in addition to Licenses Insurance, 
now covers risks in connection with:—Fire. Consequential Loss, Burglary, Workmen’s 


on epp'ication. 





Compensation, Fidelity Guarantee, Third Party, etc., uader a perfected Mutual system. 





APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 





. 
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INSURANCE 
No. 114, Chancery Lane, 








Fire. Personal Accident and Disease. 


Domestic Servants. 





d 


BON DS —The Directors desire to specially draw the attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 
LEME ERR SR 


Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 


Burglary. Fidelity Guarantee. 


Property Owners’ Indemnity. 





Third Pariy. 





DIRECTORS— 


FIRE 


SOCIETY Lr. 


London, W.C. 





Workmen's Compensation, including 
Plate Glass. 


CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNSON, Esq., J.P., Charrman (f rmerly of Johnecn, Raymond-Parker & Co., Lincoln's Inn). 
ROMER WILLIAMS, Esq., D.L., J.P. Vice-Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Embankment. 


GEORGE FRANCIS BERNEY, Esq. (Corsellis & Berney), Lincoln’s Inn Fields, 
H. L. BEWES, Esq. (bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 
L. C. CHOLMELEY, Esq. (Frere, Cholmeley & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
EDMUND FRANCIS BLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row, 
F. E. E. FARERROTHER, ~~ (Fladgate & Co.), Craig's Court, Charing Cross. 

sq. (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
E. 8. FREELAND, Esq. (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate, 


HENRY LEFEVRE FARRER, 


Westminster. 


Cc. W. GRAHAM, Esa. (Lawrence, Graham & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 
W. A. T. HALLOWEsS, Esq. (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 
. (Budd, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row. 

E, CARLETON HOLMES, Esq. (E. Carleton Holmes, Son, & Fell), Bedford Row. 
FRANCIS REGINALD JAMES, Esq. (Gwynne James & Son), Hereford. 
HARRY W. LEE, Esq. (Lee, Bolton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster. 

. (Lowe & Co,), Temple Gardens. 

RGAN, Esq. (Saxton & Morgan), Somerset Street. 


SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. 


EDWIN HART, 


DILLON R. L. LOWE, 
FREDERICK STUART MO 





business on the most favourable terms. It enjoys the highest reputation for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. 
Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Uffice, 
offered to the Policy Holders is unsurpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 


Westminster. 

















ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 
This Society, consequent on its close connection with, and exceptional experience of the requirements of, the Legal Profession, 


Sir RICHARD NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate, 


WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Marlborough Street. 
RONALD PEAKE, Faq. (Peake, Bird, Collins & Co.), Bedford Row. 

JOHN DOUGLAS PEEL, Esq. (Morrell, Fon & Peel), Oxford. 

THOMAS RAWLE, Esq. (Rawle, Johnstone & Co.), Bedford Row. 

J. E. W. RIDER, Esq. (Rider, Heaton & Wigram), Lincoln's Inn. 

GEORGE L. STEWART, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street, 

J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, Esq. (Tatham & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

R, W. TWEEDIE, Esq. (A. F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

W. MELMOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 

Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.O. (A. & H. White), Great Marlborough Street. 
E. H. WHITEHEAD, Esq. (Burch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Gardens. 

E. TREVOR LL. WILLIAMS, Esq., J.P., Temple Bar House, Fleet Street. 





INVITES 
APPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES FROM SOLICITORS, TO WHOM IT iS ABLE TO OFFER SPECIAL a ae he 3 for the transaction of Insurance 


Prospectuses and Proposal 


The business of the Society is contined to the United Kingdom, and the security 























Heasert, Arsert Biscomsr, Burnley, Yarn Agent Man- 
chester PetJan8 Ord Jan 8 
Hiscuuirr, Hexay Wattox, Manniogham, * Bradford, 
Engineer Bradford Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan8 
Lewis, Grorce Tuomas, Bream, Glos, Builder Newport 
Mon Pet Jan9 Ori Jan 9 
MoGitt, Taomas Waaneam, Higher Broughton, Salford 
Comm -rcial Traveller Salford Pet Decl8 Ord Jan8 
Mozrertoy, Eowagp, Wollerton, nr Market Dravton, Salop, 
Farmer Nantwich Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 9 
Moreay, Spenxces, Brockmoor, Staffs, General Dealer 
Stourbridge Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan 8 
PILtixe, ‘yy Leigh, Lancs, Grocer Bolton §Pet Jan 
an 8 
Ranpatt, Georas, Cleethorpes, Fish Merchant | Great 
Grimsby Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan 8 
Reccatos1, Eaicio, Gld Compton st, Provision Dealer 
High Court Pet Dec 7 Ord Jan 10 
ae Revusen, Walsall, Tailor Walsall Pet Jan 9 
an9 
Ruswauuis, Hagry Cargpecu Boye, Pall Mall High Court 
Pet Dec 13 Ord Jan8 . 
Sez, Percy Mitnes, Fareham, Hants, Engineer Ports- 
mouth PetJans8 Ord Jan 8 
Suaw & Sons, Loampit vale, Lewisham, Printers :Greenwich 
Pet Dec8 Ord Jan9 
Simmonps, Hewey, Snodland, Kent, Grocer »Maidstone Pet 
Jan9 Ord Jan 9 
Sxyvursky, Myee, Commercial rd, Tobacco Dealer High 
Court Pet Dec15 Ord Jan» 
a ~*~ Karts, Oldham, Miliiner Oldham Pet Jan8 
ans 
Woop, Joszra Tertiva, Asht»n on |Mersey, Chester, Civil 
Engineer Manchester Pet Aug3 Ord Jan 8 
Woop, Samus. Astraus, B-arwood, Smethwick, Staffs, 
y= e—Ty Traveller West Bromwich Pet Jan 9 
an 9 
Wormorp, J A, Leadenhall bldgs, “Company, Promoter 
High Court Pet Nov 30 Ord Jan4 
Youne, Witt1am Warsos, Bridlington, Cycle Dealer 
Scarborough Pet Jan 10 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Aug 31, 199 

Hagris, Jacos Davin, Liverpool, African Merchant Liver 

pool Pet Aug 6 Ord Aug 27 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Apams, Cectt Lewis, Margate Jan 22at 12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Amo, Patt. Wilkes st, Spitalfields, Furrier Jan 23 
at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Asazz, Wic.1am, Vropweli Bishop, Notts, Grocer Jan 20 
avit Off «ec, 4, Castle pi, Park st, Nottingham 

Bassett, Jonny, Basingstoke, Southampton, Hire Carter 
Jan 22at1l Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, 
Southampton 

Bastiz,G@e0uce Ernest, Heysham, nr Morecambe, Grocer 
Jau 22 atil Off Kec, 13, Winckicry st, Preston 

Bennzrr, Tuomas, Exeter, Tobacconist Jan 23 at 11.30 
Off Ree, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 











Jan 22at11 Off 





Beray, Henry, Leeds, Plumber Leeds 
Ree, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Booxorr, Tuomas, Great Western rd, Harrow rd, Chimney 
Sweep Jan 22at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Bouttses, Aaron, Liandegley, Radnor, Postman Jan 20 
at 12.30 2, Uffa st, Heretord 

Brows, Heaseat Henay, Shipdham, Norfolk, Cycle Agent 
Jan 20at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Baumwevt, Watters, and Wittiam Hamittron Ror, Wood 
st, Manufacturers Jan 22 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

Carson, Captain Georae, West Drayton, Middix Jan 22 
at1l2 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Cotemay, Joun Cuvuacaitt, Blandford, Dorset, Journalist 
Jan 23 at 1 Off Kee, City chmbrs, Catherine st, 
Salisbury 

Coox, Roserr Dayoey, North Shields, Grocer Jan 20 
atl. Off Bec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle us0n Tyne 

Davies, Witttam Henay, Narberth, Pembroke, Coal 
Merchant Jan 20 at 11.3) Off Rec, Queen st, 
Carmarthen 

Diamonp, Myer, 8t Stephens rd, Bow, General Dealer 
Jan 22at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Forp, Geoace Bexsamtn, Langdale rd, Thornton Heath, 
House Ageot Jan 23 at 11.30 132, York rd, West- 
minster Bridge ra 

Foxsyrs, Myaa, Barwell, Leicester Jan 20 at12 Of Rec 
Berridge st, Leicester 

Gossee, Epvwarp Caaaces, Sandwich, Grocer Jan 20 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Haut, Joux Epwargp, Urmston, Lancs, Builder Jan 20 
at 11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Hixt, Caaaves Paixcs, Horton, Staffs, Licensed Victualler 
a 23at 12 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Maccles- 
tiel 

Hixcauirr, Henry Wattos, Manningham, Bradford, 


Engineer Jan 20 at 11 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Brad- | 


ford 

Hiscock, Joux, Longiam, Dorset, Builder Jan 20 at 12 
100, High st (first flour), Poole 

Hotioway, Georoe Fargpericx, Little Dalby, Leicester 
Dealer Jan 22 at2 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Joxes, Samuat, Coseley, Staffs Jan22 ati2 vff Rec 1, 
Priory st, Dudley 

Leyros, Tuomas Awruur, Shildon, Durham, Boot Dealer 
Jaa zat1l Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Suaderiand 

Mitvas, AvwXaxpgr, Penrith, Tailor Jan 22 at 11 34, 
Fisaer st, Cariisie 

Mityexn, Tuomas Cuaates, South Hylton, Durham, Butcher 
Jan 24 at 3.3) Off Rec, 3, Manor pi, Sunderiaad 

Reccuios1, Emii10o, Oid Compton st, Provision Dealer 
Jan 2satil saukruptey bigs, Carey st 

Ricuaspsos, Reusex, Walsall, Tailor Jan 24at12 Of 
Ree, Wolverhamptun 


Runswauis, Hasry Carpet. Boye, Pall Mall Jan 24 at 12 | 


Bankruptcy bidgs, Uarey st 


Simmusxps, Heyry, Soodlani, Kent,Grocer Jan 24 at 11 | 


9, King st, Maidst ne 


Sxyuixsky, MYer, Commercial rd, Tobacoo Dealer Jan 24 | 


atl SBankiuptcy bldgs, Carey st 





Starrorp, Agcatsatp Atrarp, Portsmouth, Stonemason 
Jan 23 ats Ouf Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Ports- 
mouth 

Tuomrsox, G ALexanpver, Elm Bank mans, Barnes Jan 23 
atll 132, York rd, Westmiuster Bridge rd 

Taorntox, Kare, Oldham, Milliner Jan 24 at 3 Off Rec, 
Greaves st, Oldham 

Totupay, Perea, Histon, Cambridge, Builder Jan 22 
atl2 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Waker, Eanest Caarces, Nottingham, Painter Jan 20 
at 11.45 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Youse, Witt Warsoy, Bridlington, Yorks, Cycle 
Dealer Jan22 at4 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scar- 
borough 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Avypzrson, WILLIAM, Shincliffe, Durhum, Farmes Durham 
Pet Dec 8 Ord Jan 6 

Aenoip, Eowaap, St Albans, Hants, Farm>r 8t Albans 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Jan 8 

Baaser, Tuomas Watrer, juo, Salisbury hous>, London 
Wall, Eogineer High Court Pet Nov 4 Ord Jan9 

Bageett, Joun, Basingstoke, Hants, Hire Carter Winch »s- 
ter vetJans Ord Jan 8 

Bexnert, Tuomas, Execer, Tobacconist Exeter Pet Jan 
8 Ord Jan 8 

Beary, Henay, Leeds, ‘Plumber Leeds Pet Jan 8 Ord 
Jan 8 

Baeoapuvast, Josera Ratra Georer, Coventry, Ironmon- 
ger Coventry PetJan8 Ord Jan8 . 

Bauuwewt, Wactes, and Wittiam Hamrctton Roe, Wood 
st, Manufacturers High Court Pet Jan 11 Ord 
Jan ll 

Cuameeas, Reainacp James, Shadoxhurst, Kent, Farmer 
Canterbury Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 

Currey, Joann Haywaap, Sleegill, Richmond, Yorks, 
Joiner Northallerton Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 9 

Cook, Roseat Daypes, North Shields, Grover Newcastle 
upon Tyne Pet Jan 5 Ord Jan 5 


Dasa, Cuagtes Mitcaett, See, Hants, Builder Ports- 
an 5 


mouth Pet Dec 16 Ord 

Diamoxv, Myea, St Stephen's rd, Bow, General Dealer 
High Cours Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 9 , 

Eapy, Revsen Eanest, High rd, Willesden Green, Ladies’ 
tailor High Court PetJan6 ‘rd Jan 9 

Foap, Georce Bexsamex, Langdale rd, Thorvton Heath 
House Agent Croydon Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan 8 

Forsytu, Myea, Barwell, Leicester Leicester vet Jan 8 
urd Jan 8 

Gaze, Jous, jun, Oulton Broad, Suffolk, Wholesale Pork 
Butcher Great Yarmouth Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 9 

Ges, James Epowix, Victoria rd, Wood Greea, Inventor 
Edmonton PetJan 8 Ord Mar l4 

Gosseez, Eowarp Csakces, Sandwich, Grocer Canterbury 
Pe. Jan 8 Ord Jan8 

Harros, KL1 Arrucr, Bathwick, Bath, Licensed Victu- 
aller Bath PetJan10 Ord Jan 10 

Herveat, ALsert Biscomse, Burnley, Yarn Agent Man- 
chester Pet Jan8 Ora Jan8 

Hincauive, Henry Wactos, Baildon, Yorks Engineer 
Bradford Pet Jan8 Ord Jans 











232 


! 
Isop, Henpeat Wittiam, Church rd, Upper Norwood, En- | 


gineer High Court Pet May 20 Ord Jan9 

Jacxsos, Davi, Birmingham, Warwick Auctioneer Bir- 
mingham Pet Dec 13 Ord Jan 10 

Jusa, Avo.r, Parliament hill, Hampstead High Court 
Pet Oct 30 Ord Jan 10 

Lowgzs, Wititam, Cartwright gins, Russell sq, Hotel Pro- 
prietor High Court Pet Nov 3 Ord Jan 9 

McGitt, Tuomas Wuannam, Higher Broughton, Salford. 
Lanes, Commercial Travelier Salford Pet Deo 18 
id Jan 

Morerox, Epwarp, Wollerton, nr Market Drayton, Salop, 
Farmer Nantwich Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 9 

Moroas, Srexcen, Brockmoor, Staffs, General 
Stourbridge Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan 8 

Pacot, Faaxcesco, Margate High Court 
Ord Jan 10 

Panpy, James Rerv, Waterloo pl. Pall 
Promoter High Court Pet Sept 11 

Pitumse, Wituianm, Leigh, Lancs, Giocer 
8 Ord Jan8 

Raspatt, Georoe, Cleethorpes, Fish 
Grimeby PetJan 8 Ord Jan8 

Rickers, Cuagtes Atraxp, Gresham House, Old Broad 
st, Stockbroker’s Clerk High Court Pet Sept 25 
Ord Jan 10 


Pet Nov 24 
Mall, Company 
Ord Jan 10 

Bolton Pet Jan 


Merchant Great 


tupaeks, Ronear, Essex st, Strand, Solicitor High Court 


Ord Jan8 
Peacy Mitwer, Fareham, Hants, Eogineer 
mouth Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan8 
Simmowpsa, Henxay, Snodiand, Kent, 
Pet Jan® Ord Jan 9 
TnHoustow, Kare, Oldham, 
Ord Jan 8 
Woop, Samvuet 


Pet Oct 20 


See, Ports- 


Grocer Maidstone 


Milliner Oldham Pet Jan 8 
Anraue, Smethwick, Staffs, Commercial 
Traveller West Bromwich Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 9 
Yeomans, Tuomas Hatme, Peartree st, Goswellr.i, Pro- 

prietary Food Manufacturer High Court Pet Oct 2 
Ord Jan 8 
Youre, Wituram Warsow, Bridlington, Cycle Dealer 
Scarborough Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 
London Gazette. —Tursvar, Jan. 16, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Joun, Norwich, Furniture Brok r Norwich 
Ord Jan 12 
IL HAMILTON 
Bristol Pet Dec 
BURNET?, HAROLD ROBERT, 
Southampton Pet Jan i2 Ord Jan 12 
CHAPMAN, FREDERICK VINCENT, Lincoln, 
Lincoln Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 13 
CULLINGWORTH, ARTHUR, Leeds, Poultry 
Pet Jan lt Ord Jan ll 
DAVIES, Saka ELIZABETH, and 
Davies, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, 
Pet Jan Ll 


ATTOR Pet 
Jan 12 
BAINES, CI 
Manager 


Knowle, Bristol, Theatrical 

2 Ord Jan 12 
Southampton, Grocer 

Coal Dealer 


Dealer Leeds 


WILLIAM 
Bangor 


ROGER 

suilders 

Ord Jan 13 

DEACON, FREDERICK, Add'estone, Surrey, 
ston, Surrey Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 

Dr Jona, 8, Liverpool, Draper's Assistant 
Vee 19 Ord Jan 11 

DREHEK, RICHARD, Lyte st, Cambridge Heath, 
High Court Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 

GALE GeornGE ARTAUR, Walham Green, Builder 

Court Pe Dec7 Ord Jan 12 
und Co, Broadway, Cricklewood, Hosiers 

Court Pet Dec 21 Ord Jan 12 

HAMMOND, GEoRGR THOMAS RosERT and 
Ilford, Ess.x, Builders Chelmsford 
Jan lz 

Henry, JOUN 


juilder King 


Liverpool 
Cooper 
High 


GEE High 
ALFRED MILES, 
Pet Jan lz Ord 


Liverpool, Professor of Singing 
Pet Jau 13 Ord Jan 18 
ILLING, ALBERT, Low Fell, 
Iraveller Newcastle upon 
Jan 11 

JACKSON, MINNIE, Porth, Glam, Boot 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Jan 12 

Jones, WILLIAM James, Handsworth, Baker 
Pet Jano ll Ord Jan 19 

KERRIGAN, MICHAEL, Wigan, Builder 
Ord Jan 13 

MACKERELL, HARRY, South 
Middlesbrough Pet Jon 11 

Mason, Harnry Herpert, Tipton 
Ord Jan 12 

Mort, Lewis Marsa, Walterton rd, Paddington, 
High Court Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan i2 

Rirz, ANTON, Eastbourne ter, Paddington, Club Proprie- 
tor High Court Pet Janii Ord Jan 11 


Liverpool 


Commercial 
Jan 11 Ord 


Cateshead 
Iryne Pet 
Dealer Pontypridd 
Birmingham 
Wizan Pet Jani 
Bank, Yorks, 


Ord Jan 11 
Dudley 


Plasterer 
Pet Jan 12 


Baker 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY 


Dealer 


Pet | 


REPORTER. 





Robinson, ALFRED, Horsford rd, Brixton, Journalist 
High Court Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 

| Sr AUBYN, the Hon EvwArD STEWART, Pall Mall High 

| Court Pet Nov24 Ord Jan 11 . 

| STEUART-SETON, DONALD FRANCIS CHARLES, Mall rd, 
Hammersmith High Court Pet Dec 7 Ord Jan 11 

SWAN, ARTHUR, Stroud Green rd, Hornsey, Undertaker 
Hivh Court Pet Dec 12 Ord Jan 11 

TILLY, TOM RAFFILL, Redland, Bristol, 
Bristol Pet Dec 21 rd Jan 12 

TyRER, FREDERICK JAMES, Ashton on Rib le, Preston, 
Builder Preston Pet Janll OrdJanll ~ 

WALKER, Henry James, Whitby, Yorks, Hotel Keeper 
Stockton on Tees Pet Decis OrdJan 12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


amorr, HyMAN, Leeds, Baker Jan 24 at 8 

24, Bond st, Leeds 

ANDERSON, WILLIAM, Shincliffe, Durham, Farmer Jan 25 
at2.30 Off Rec, 3, Manor p!, Sunderlana 

BROADHURST, JOSEPH RALP GEORGE, Coventry, Ironmon- 
ger Jan 25 at 3.30 OF Rec, Ruskin chmbrs, 191, 
Corporativn st, Birmingham 

BURNETT, HAROLD RoseRrt, Southamptom, Grocer Jan 
24 at ll Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, 
Southampton 

BYR, ERNEST Stimpson, Sheffield, Fancy Draper Jan 25 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Fiutree In, Sheffield 

CHAPMAN, FREDERICK VINCENT, Lincoln, Coal Dealer 

| Jan 29 at 12 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 

CHERRY, JOHN HAYWARD, Richmond, Yorks, Joiner 
Jan 25 at 11.30 Uff Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 
Midd:esbrough 

CULLINGWORTH, ARTHUR, Leeds, Poultry Dealer Jan 25 
atll (ff Kec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Darcw, OTTo. Cardiff, Fruiterer Jan 24at3 117, St Mary 
st, Cardiff 

DAYIpsoN, THOMAS Ev WARD, jun, Sunderland, Wharf- 
ingers , Jan 26 at 2.30 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sun- 
derlar¢ 

Drener, Ricwarp, Lyte st, Cambridge .Heath, Cooper 
Jan 26 at 11 Bankruptcy bdgs, Carey st 

GALE, GEORGE ARTHUR, Walham Green, Builder Jan 26 
at 11.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Gee N and Co, Broadway, Cricklewood, Hosiers Jan 26 at 
1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

GUEST, STEPHEN, Mexborough, nr Rotherham, Timber 
Merchant Jan 25at12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

HERBERT, ALBERT BISCOMBE, Manchester, Yarn Agent Jan 
2tat3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

HoLDAWAY, SIDNEY RoBERT, Reading, Tailor Jan 24 at 
12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

ILLING, ALBERT, Gateshead, Commercial Traveller Jan 
24 atil Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Jongs, WILLIAM JAMES, Handsworth, Birmingham, Biker 
Jan 20 at 11°30 Raskin chmbrs, 1sl, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

Leion, THOMAS ERNEST, Winsford, Cheshire, Coal Mer- 
— Jan 24 at 12 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, 
Staffs 

McGILL, THOMAS WHARRAM, Higher Broughton, Salford 
Commercial Traveller Jan 2s at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom 
st, M .nchester 

MACKERBLL, HARRY, South Bank, Yorks, Plasterer Jan 
25 at 11.45 Off Rec, Court chmbra, Albert rd, 
Middlesbrough 

MoRETON, EDWARD, Wol!lerton, 
Farmer Jan 24 at 11,30 
Staffs 

MORGAN, 


Furniture Dealer 


Off Rec 


ABR 
, “(8 


nt Market Drayton, 
Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, 


SPENCER, Brockmoor, Staffs, General 
Jan 256 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 
Morris, GEORGE, Blackburn, Tailor Jan 24 at 11 
Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

Motr, Lewis MARSH, Walterton rd, Paddington, Baker 
Jan 24atl Bankruptcy bligs, Carey st 

PILLING, WILLIAM, Leizsh, Lancs, Grocer Jan25ati1l Off 
tec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton r 

RANDALL, GBORGE, Cleet orpes, Fish Merchant Jan 24 at 
11 Off Re:, 8t Mary's chmbry, Great Grimsby 

Ritz, ANTON, Eastbourne ter, Paddington, Club Proprietor 
Jan 25atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

RODIN dON, ALFRED, Hor ford rd, Brixton, Journa'ist Jan 
26 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

SEE, Percy MILNER, Fareham, Hants, Engineer Jan 25 at 
8 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Port«mouth 

Saaw & Sons, Loampit vale, Lewisham, Printers 
26 at 11 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

St AusYN, the Hon EDWARD STEWART, Pall Mall 
atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Dealer 


Off 


Jan 


Jan 26 





202nd Year of the Office. The 


Oldest Insurance Office in the World 























C pad trem Policy dated LEB 


SUN 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrice: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 
Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, 
including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


SICKNESS and DISEASE, 


PLATE GLASS. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 





Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C, 
4, W. COUSINS, District Manager, 











By APPOINTMENT 


MAPLE & CO 


FURNITURE 


OFFICES 
AND 
BOARD ROOMS 


AS 
Roll-top Desks 
Writing Tables 
Nests of Drawers 
Revolving Chairs 
Filing Cabinets 
Book-cases and Stands 
Hard-wear Carpets 








always on view at the 


TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD 
GALLERIES 


Catalogues Free 


LONDON PARIS 




















ADJUDICATIONS. 


ABRAMOFF, HYMAN, Leeds, Baker Leeds 
Ord Jan 1k 

Amp, PHILLip, Wilkes st, Spitalfields, Furrier 
Court Pet Dec 1 Ord Jan 13 

ATTor, JouN, Norwich, Furniture Broker Norwich Pet 
Jan 12 Ord Jaw 12 

BURNETT, HAROLD ROBERT, Southampton, Grocer South- 
ampton Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan lz 

CHAPMAN, FREDARICK VINCENT, Lincoln, Coal Dealer 
Lincoln Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 13 

CLAYTON, JoskPH, Denton, Lancs, Builder Ashton under 
Lyne Pet Dec 14 Ord Jan 11 

CULLINGWORTH, ARTHUR, Leeds, Poultry Dealer Leeds 
Pet Jan il Ord Jan ll 

DAVIES, SARAH ELIZABE.H and ROGER WILLIAM DAVIES, 
Colwyn Bay, Denbigh Bangor Pet Jan 11 Ord 
Jan 13 

DAWSON, WILLIAM HARPER, Blackpool, Builder Preston 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Jan 12 

DE JONG, SAMUEL, Liverpool, Draper's Assistant 
pool Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan lz 

DoUGLAS, WILLIAM CorK, Church End, Finchley, Maou- 
facturer’s Agent Barnet Pet Nov3 Ord Jan 12 

DREHER, RiCHARD, Lyte-st, Cambridge Heath, Cooper 
High Court PetJan12 Ord Jan 12 

HALL, WILLIAM, Merton, Surrey High Court Pet Oct 
18 Ord Jan 12 

HAYNES, WILLIAM HENRY THOMAS, Hanworth rd, 
Hounslow, Builder's Merchant Brentford .Pet Dec z 
Ord Jan 11 

Henry, Jouwn, Liverpool, Professor of Singing Liver- 
pool Pet Jan 13 Ord Jan 18 

HOLLINS, H, Boleyn rd, Forest Gate, Essex, Builder 
High Court Pet Nov 20 Ord Jan 13 

HOLLOWAY, GEORGE FREDERICK, Little Dalby, Leicester, 
Dealer Leicester Pet Dec 22 Jan ll 

ILLING, ALBERT, Low Fell, Gateshead, Commercial 
Traveller Newcastle upon Tyne PetJanil Oid Jan 
ll 


Pet Dec 21 
High 


Liver- 


Jongs, WILLIAM JAMES, Handsworth, Birmingham, Baker 
Birmingham Pet Janll Ord Jan 11 

JORDAN, JOHN PAUL, Hampton on Thames, Student 
Kingstov, Surrey Pey Oct3) Ord Jan Ll 

KERRIGAN, MICHAEL, Wigan, Builder Wigan 
ord Jan 13 

MACKERELL, Harry, South Rank, Yorks, 
Middlesbrough Pet Janl1 Ord Jan 11 

MASON, HARRY HERBERT, Tipton Dudley 
Ord Jan 12 

Ritz, ANTON, Eastbourne ter, Paddinton, Club Proprietor 
High Court PetJanil Ord Jan ll 

ROBINSON, ALFRED, Horsford rd, Brixton, Journalist High 
Court Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 12 

THOMSON, G ALEXANDER, Elm Bank mans, Barnes Wands 
worth Pet Nov2 Ord Jan il 

TRUDGETT, HERBERT LLOYD, Darnley rd, Hackney Sur- 
gical Instrument Man rers High Court Pet 
Nov 22 Ord Jan 11 


Pet Jani 
Plasterer 
Pet Jan 12 








